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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Utah Title IV-E Waiver Demonstration was designed to reverse a trend in which the foster care 

population increased from 2000 to 2011, while the population receiving in-home services decreased over 

the same period. The Division of Child and Family Services (DCFS) wanted to use the waiver 

demonstration to increase the number of clients receiving in-home services and reduce the number of 

children entering foster care. In addition, DCFS wanted to increase the effectiveness of in-home services 

so that families would make lasting changes that resulted in improved child well-being and reduced the 

number of children that had repeat abuse or neglect. A systemwide demonstration was designed which 

would improve the effectiveness of caseworkers in helping families make enduring changes through 

evidence-based assessment, increasing protective factors, and providing community-based services. 

 

EVALUATION OVERVIEW 
The conceptual model we evaluated assumed that enhanced training for caseworkers on an evidence-

based assessment would lead to more accurate understanding of the needs of children and families. By 

more accurately identifying needs, children and families could receive more appropriate caseworker 

interventions and community-based services. Caseworkers would be trained to provide enhanced in-home 

interventions using a protective factors framework. The provision of caseworker interventions and 

community services to children and families would lead to increased family functioning and well-being. 

Improvements in child well-being and family functioning would then lead to reductions in new incidents 

of maltreatment and foster care placement. 

 

The above model was evaluated with process, outcome, and cost studies. The process study examined the 

implementation of the waiver demonstration by measuring general implementation factors. In addition, 

the implementation of the waiver services; namely, the Utah Family and Children Engagement Tool 

(UFACET), Strengthening Families Protective Factors Framework (SFPF), and evidence-based 

community services. The outcome study consisted of two components designed to measure the impact of 

the waiver demonstration on well-being and system outcomes. The cost analysis examined the relative 

costs of achieving various positive outcomes, such as preventing an out-of-home placement. 

 

SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS 

IMPLEMENTATION 
The implementation analysis identified and described implementation of the Waiver in terms of 

leadership, vision and values, environment, stakeholder involvement, organizational capacity and 

infrastructure, Waiver impact, and lessons learned throughout the process.  

 

Overall, it was clear that DCFS focused in a sustained and significant way on quality implementation. A 

number of common themes emerged across the regions. First, there was widespread agreement from 

respondents that there had been strong support and involvement from state leadership throughout the 

Waiver implementation process. There was somewhat less certainty as to the extent to which 

accountability was shared with frontline staff continuing to feel a strong sense of liability.  
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Many respondents reported the roll out of waiver demonstration services (i.e. HomeWorks) was well-

planned and well-executed. This was attributed to the development and active engagement of the Waiver 

Leadership Team, adherence to implementation science, and a quality training approach. Overall, 

respondents felt that the actual rollout was done very effectively, as evidenced by the way stakeholders 

were looking to its successes as lessons for future initiatives.  

  

By the final rounds of stakeholder interviews, there appeared to be extensive buy-in to the vision and 

goals of the waiver, particularly within DCFS, but also increasingly among external stakeholders, such as 

legal partners. Respondents from both within and outside of DCFS overwhelmingly appeared to be in 

agreement regarding the goals of reducing foster care and keeping children in the home, as long as they 

could do so safely. 

  

There was general agreement that the introduction of evidence-based assessment tools (e.g. the SDM, 

UFACET) had improved the quality and validity of assessments completed by caseworkers. This 

increased confidence among legal partners in the decisions of caseworkers.  

  

Improved family engagement was another commonly perceived strength. This was frequently reported as 

one of the main impacts of the Waiver, as it was widely recognized that HomeWorks encouraged greater 

engagement with families. It was clear that HomeWorks had energized many stakeholders because of its 

emphasis on genuine family engagement and doing what was best for families.  

  

The above successes notwithstanding, there were some important implementation issues. A commonly 

noted limitation was a lack of stakeholder involvement in planning and decision-making processes. Many 

staff felt that there had not been sufficient effort to engage them. It was widely reported that external 

stakeholders and family and youth representatives had not been directly involved in planning and 

implementation. 

  

The other major issue was inadequate funding and resources to support waiver implementation. 

Respondents reported that they were struggling to implement HomeWorks properly at their current 

capacity due to insufficient staff and resultant high caseloads, which made it difficult to dedicate as much 

time to family engagement as caseworkers ideally should. A additional barrier was critical shortages of 

appropriate services, which were needed to ensure child safety for in-home service cases. Given this 

issues, some stakeholders were unsure of the extent to which HomeWorks could remain operational 

without adequate funding, especially once the Waiver ends. 

 

The degree to which the waiver demonstration services were incorporated into the everyday practice of 

caseworkers was measured using a process we have termed Saturation Assessment. The National 

Implementation Research Network has provided a way to conceptualize the implementation process in 

terms of moving from paper implementation, through process implementation, and finally to performance 

implementation (Fixsen, Naoom, Blasé, Friedman, and Wallace, 2005). Paper implementation is defined 

as the development of new policies and procedures, but only to the point that the program or practice 

exists on paper. Performance implementation refers to implementation that has developed to the point 

where activities and programs are incorporated into daily work routines and therefore likely to impact 
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outcomes. The Saturation Assessment is designed to quantify when performance implementation has been 

reached and provide a focal indicator for Continuous Quality Improvement. 

 

Achieving saturation means that a sufficient proportion of caseworkers are implementing the wavier 

services consistently enough that changes in child and family outcomes should be measurable. In other 

words, saturation observations are assessing whether or not the system changes related to the waiver 

demonstration has led to the desired changes in daily casework practice. Therefore, the key question for 

the saturation assessment is are at least 75% of caseworkers providing waiver services at a basic level of 

fidelity? 

 

Several important findings should be noted regarding measurement of saturation. First, reaching 

saturation was a challenging task for most regions. Our saturation methodology measured the degree to 

which 75% of caseworkers were providing waiver demonstration services (i.e. HomeWorks) with basic 

competence, not expert level performance. However, no region reached saturation on the first assessment. 

After the completion of the first saturation assessment, each region was given feedback on the areas for 

which improvement was most needed. Regions that implemented later also received an overview of other 

region assessments. Implementation advice was provided also. As detailed in the general implementation 

findings, each region was given flexibility by the state office in how to incorporate the implementation 

guidance. 

  

After much effort (as detailed in the implementation evaluation section), every region reached saturation 

on the second assessment and the three regions that were evaluated for a third saturation assessment 

successfully maintained saturation. From this, we conclude that the implementation of HomeWorks was 

difficult but achievable with a sustained focus that employed many of the principles of implementation 

science. Impressively, all regions that were measured for sustained saturation were successful at 

achieving this stage. 

 

OUTCOMES 
The expected intermediate outcomes of the waiver were two-fold. First, families would increase the 

ability to care and protect their children by learning skills and changing related attitudes, cognitions, and 

behaviors. From this change, children and families would experience improved well-being after receiving 

services from DCFS. While our results suggest there may have been a small improvement in concrete 

supports in the sample that received waiver demonstration services over the comparison sample, the 

impact of the waiver on the well-being of the families that received services should be viewed as 

inconclusive due to methodological issues (detailed in the full report). 

 

Long term, the waiver demonstration was predicted to increase the number of children who are safe from 

maltreatment and repeat maltreatment. In addition, more children would remain safe in their homes and 

avoid placement. We evaluated these outcomes by examining the baseline and waiver data collected to 

date for abuse/neglect and foster care placement outcomes. We examined outcomes from two points: at 

CPS case start and in-home case start. In-home case start tracks outcomes for the specific subset of 

children that receive in-home waiver services. The outcomes for children in this sample indicate whether 

waiver services are impacting the in-home population the waiver services are designed to target. The CPS 
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case start is used to track outcomes for all children that enter the DCFS system. This sample is designed 

to measure the goal of the waiver demonstration, namely reducing the number of children entering foster 

care from any point in the system. It is possible that the waiver may be effective for children who receive 

in-home services, yet not achieve overall reductions in the number of children entering foster care if the 

number of children who enter foster care from CPS increases. It is important to note that the 

characteristics of the in-home population is hypothesized to change because of waiver-related policy 

decisions, whereas the characteristics of the CPS population at case start should remain relatively stable. 

 

New Foster Care Cases from In-Home Case Start 
Results of this analysis were mixed. The Northern Region showed a significant decrease in new foster 

care cases from both the startup period and the saturation period. Southwest, Eastern, and Western results 

showed no significant difference between baseline and startup or saturation period. Salt Lake Valley 

Region showed a significant increase in referrals to CPS from the start of an in-home case both during the 

start-up period and saturation period compared to the baseline period. These initial results in Northern are 

important because they suggest that increased fidelity to the HomeWorks model may lead to the desired 

impact of decreasing the number of children removed from their homes after starting in-home services 

with DCFS. However, the impact may not be consistent across regions since the other regions were either 

not significant or had a significant increase when compared to the baseline. More time is needed to 

determine a more complete picture of the changes in the regions who implemented HomeWorks later.  

  

New Foster Care Cases from CPS Case Start 
All regions demonstrated a significant increase in the percent of children who enter foster care from CPS 

start in the start-up period and saturation period (where relevant) compared to the baseline. These results 

demonstrate a consistent statewide trend of increasing removal after the start of a CPS case. Increasing 

CPS to foster care rates could cancel out or overwhelm the effect of the initial decrease seen in in-home to 

foster care rates. For this reason, this finding is important for the agency to pay attention to moving 

forward both to identify the potential causes for these increases and to identify solutions that expand the 

reach of the HomeWorks model into CPS services.  

  

New Supported Cases from In-Home Case Start 
Results on the occurrence of new supported cases across regions largely showed no differences in the 

number of new supported cases from in-home case start with some regions demonstrating significant 

decreases in startup and saturation periods (Southwest and Western). These findings may be promising 

considering that DCFS is theoretically managing harder in-home cases under the HomeWorks model.  

  

New Supported Cases from CPS Case Start 
Results on the occurrence of new supported cases after CPS case start were mixed across regions. 

Southwest in the saturation period and Eastern and Western in the start-up periods show no significant 

difference from the baseline. Northern showed an initial significant decrease in the start-up period with an 

increase during the saturation period, which Salt Lake Valley showed an initial significant increase in the 

start-up period with a significant decrease in the saturation period. The agency should look into region 

specific factors that may be contributing to these mixed findings. 
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COST ANALYSIS STUDY 
The cost-effectiveness study examined the relative costs of reducing out-of-home placements and findings 

of abuse and neglect. The key question was: What is the per child cost savings that arises from reductions 

in new entries to out-of-home placements and findings of abuse and neglect that result after waiver 

implementation? The answer to this question brought together both the differences in costs that are 

observed between the demonstration and comparison groups and the expected change in outcomes. 

 

Overall and maintenance costs have shifted over the course of the Title IV-E Waiver Demonstration. 

While not all these movements can be attributed to the project, comparing variable costs to outcomes for 

the period of the demonstration using earlier time periods as a baseline helped in understanding if the 

project was cost effective. We used information about these factors to estimate the cost effectiveness by 

region for each outcome and population included in the Outcome Study. 

  

The cost effectiveness by region during the demonstration period was conducted for each child welfare 

region. Within a region, each system outcome was evaluated for cost effectiveness. To illustrate, in the 

Salt Lake Valley Region, costs were analyzed for outcomes for CPS and in-home to foster care and new 

abuse/neglect. Results that are cost effective are highlighted in green. The analysis suggests that the 

waiver demonstration is cost-effective for three of the five regions, namely Northern, Western, and 

Eastern Regions. 

 

Critically, the uncertainty inherent in probabilistic analyses limits strong conclusions. Furthermore, it was 

not possible to analyze cost-effectiveness after saturation for most regions. This limits the conclusions 

that can be drawn of how the waiver demonstration impacted costs once full implementation was reached. 

Therefore, the results of the cost analysis are tentative. 
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SECTION ONE: INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW 
The Utah Title IV-E Waiver Demonstration was designed to reverse a trend in which the foster care 

population increased from 2000 to 2011, while the population receiving in-home services decreased over 

the same period. The Division of Child and Family Services (DCFS) wanted to use the waiver 

demonstration to increase the number of clients receiving in-home services and reduce the number of 

children entering foster care. In addition, DCFS wanted to increase the effectiveness of in-home services 

so that families would make lasting changes that resulted in improved child well-being and reduced the 

number of children that had repeat abuse or neglect. A systemwide demonstration was designed which 

would improve the effectiveness of caseworkers in helping families make enduring changes through 

evidence-based assessment, increasing protective factors, and providing community-based services. 

 

The target population for the waiver demonstration was families receiving in-home services. Using 

numbers from calendar year 2012, the agency reported the total number of adults and children receiving 

in home services was 10,034, with 92% of the population reported as Caucasian, 17% reported as 

Hispanic, and 3% each reported as Black and American Indian, and 1% each reported as Asian and 

Pacific Islander. Most of the children receiving in-home services were age 10 or younger at the beginning 

of the case, and most adults were between ages 18-39. The most prevalent conditions reported for this 

population were lack of parenting skills and substance abuse. At the start of the waiver, growth of one to 

three percent per year in the numbers of children and adults served through in-home services was 

forecasted.  

 

An initial analysis of the target population identified the six most prevalent for needs of the children and 

families, for which there is a high risk of subsequent abuse or neglect and/or a greater risk for removal of 

the children from home and placement in foster care. These are: 1) family functioning, 2) substance 

abuse, 3) domestic violence, 4) mental health, 5) trauma, and 6) access to concrete supports, such as 

finances and housing. Parenting needs were reported in 71% of cases in the SACWIS Management 

Information System. Supported allegations that occurred most frequently were tied to family functioning 

issues, specifically physical neglect, child endangerment, and non-supervision. In addition, qualitative 

reviews of a random sample of neglect cases (which is the most frequent reason for entry into foster care) 

showed parenting or family functioning deficits in a majority of cases, often associated with other 

prevalent needs. 

 

Three components were planned to address the above needs. The first component was implementation of 

an adapted version of the Child and Adolescent Needs and Strengths (CANS) assessment, an evidence-

based child and family assessment. This assessment, called the Utah Family and Children Engagement 

Tool (UFACET) includes mental health and trauma elements, as well as additional caregiver elements for 

each parent. The assessment was designed to meet the needs of children and families by enabling 

caseworkers to more effectively identify, plan, and engage with families.  

 

The second component of the project was enhanced caseworker training, skills, and tools for intervening 

in the home. The enhancements were intended to increase caseworkerôs ability to strengthen parental 

protective capacities, understand and address trauma, and refer to evidence-based services community 

services.  
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The third component of the wavier demonstration focused on community resources. It included an 

assessment of the needs of the target families and an inventory of contracts and community resources that 

address the most prevalent of these needs. Given the evidence showing improving family functioning is a 

priority for the target population to be served under the waiver, the agency contracted with a parenting 

program, the Systematic Training for Effective Parenting (STEP), to be the initial change to the array of 

community services.  

 

The theory of change for the waiver was expressed by the agency in the following statements:  

 

o Children and families whose needs are assessed using the UFACET are better understood 

by their caseworkers, have more individualized case plans that address their needs, and 

are more successfully able to make lasting changes that result in child safety and 

improved well-being than children and families whose needs are assessed without an 

evidence based assessment tool. 

 

o Children and families whose caseworkers have improved knowledge, skills, and tools on 

the Strengthening Families Protective Factors Framework, trauma, and evidence-based 

services, will benefit more from caseworker visits, caregivers will improve their ability to 

protect their children and be resilient, and realize more positive well-being outcomes than 

children and families whose caseworkers do not have this knowledge and skills. 

 

o Children and families who participate in the evidence-based peer parenting program, 

STEP, will have better general family functioning, improved parent/child relationships 

and perceptions about childôs behavior, reduced likelihood of physical abuse of children, 

and reduced parental stress than families who participate in traditional classroom 

parenting courses or who do not participate in parenting programs at all. 
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SECTION TWO: THE EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 
 

THEORY OF CHANGE AND LOGIC MODEL 
The conceptual model (see Figure 1) we examined assumes that enhanced training on evidenced based 

assessments for caseworkers will lead to more effective assessment of and awareness of the needs of 

children and families. By more accurately identifying specific treatment needs, these children and 

families can be referred to services that are more appropriate. In addition, the agency will work to 

increase the number of evidenced based, community services to which caseworkers can refer. Lastly, 

caseworkers will be trained to provide some interventions within the home. The additional provision of 

caseworker interventions and community services to children and families will lead to increased family 

functioning and well-being. Improvements in child well-being and family functioning will lead to 

reductions in new incidents of maltreatment and foster care placement. 
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Figure 1. Utah Title IV-E Waiver Demonstration Logic Model 

Component #1: Accurate 
assessment of family functioning, 

wellbeing, and trauma

CREATE training and practice support tools:
¶ UFACET assessment
¶ Assessment to intervention support tool
¶ Service directory and information tool

Outputs
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caseworker intervention using 
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principles.
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programmatic intervention using 

evidenced based, community 
services targeting the most 

common six issues of concern for 
DCFS clients

Caseworkers demonstrate  PERFORMANCE by 
correctly:
¶ Conducting UFACET assessments
¶ Using the assessment to intervention support 

tools to choose interventions
¶ Conducting caseworker interventions
¶ Providing appropriate referrals to evidenced 

based community services

TRAIN caseworkers on:
1) UFACET assessment
2) Assessment to intervention practice support tool
3) Caseworker Interventions
¶ Strengthening Families Protective Factor 

Framework
¶ Trauma informed care
4) Evidenced based interventions
¶ Which evidenced based practices are effective 

for identified concerns of children and families
¶ How to utilize the service directory to make 

referrals to evidenced based interventions

Gaps in community based services are identified in six 
priority service areas in different geographic regions of 

the state

SELECT caseworkers for training

PRACTICE/COACHING opportunities including:
¶ Supervision and coaching
¶ Skills practice and role playing

Caseworkers demonstrate KNOWLEDGE of: 
¶ UFACET
¶ Case worker skills
¶ Evidenced based interventions

Caseworkers demonstrate increased 
UNDERSTANDING of how:
¶ UFACET
¶ Case worker skills
helps them become transformational agents

Community, stakeholder, and DCFS personnel 
outreach

Buy-in from community, stakeholders, and DCFS 
personnel

Activities

 
 

Caseworker conduct more accurate 
assessments of family functioning and 

trauma

Intermediate Outcomes Long-Term Outcomes

More families receive evidenced based 
services from caseworkers and community 

based services

Families increase their capacity to care for and protect their children 
by learning skills and changing attitudes, cognitions and behaviors

Caseworkers establish effective working 
alliances with Families

Children and families experience improved well-being while 
receiving services from DCFS

Children are safe from 
maltreatment/repeat 

maltreatment

Children remain safe in 
their homes and avoid 
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DCFS has more complete information on the 
needs of its clients and available services

DCFS utilizes assessment and service directory information to:

¶ Develop service contracts and agency partnerships
¶ Develop service contracts and agency partnerships that 

increases the availability of evidence-based, community services
¶ DCFS increases consistency of practice across the state, regions, 

and offices.

Assumptions: Enhanced training on evidenced based assessments for caseworkers will lead to more effective assessment of and awareness of the needs of 
children and families. By more accurately identifying specific treatment needs, these children and families can be referred to services that are more 
appropriate. In addition, the agency will work to increase the number of evidenced based, community services to which caseworkers can refer. Lastly, 
caseworkers will be trained to provide some interventions within the home. The additional provision of caseworker interventions and community services to 
children and families will lead increased family functioning and well-being. Improvements in child well-being and family functioning will lead to reductions in 
new incidents of maltreatment and foster care placements. 

Short-Term Outcomes
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OVERVIEW OF THE EVALUATION 
The Social Research Institute (SRI) in the College of Social Work and the Department of Economics at 

the University of Utah, the Kempe Center for the Prevention and Treatment of Child Abuse and Neglect, 

Department of Pediatrics, University of Colorado School of Medicine, and the Louis de la Part Florida 

Mental Health Institute (FMHI), University of South Florida conducted the evaluation of Utahôs Title IV-

E waiver demonstration. 

 

The evaluation was structured into process, outcome, and cost studies. The process study examined the 

implementation of the waiver demonstration in terms of cultural and environmental factors, stakeholder 

involvement, oversight and monitoring, contextual and environmental factors, barriers to implementation 

and lessons learned throughout the process. It also includes an examination of workforce culture and 

climate measures that have been demonstrated to predict implementation success.  

 

The second part of the process evaluation looked at the implementation of the specific waiver 

components; namely the implementation of an evidence-based assessment, the Utah Family and Children 

Engagement Tool (UFACET), enhanced in-home services using the Strengthening Families Protective 

Factor Framework (SFPF), and evidence-based community services. 

 

The process study report concludes with an assessment of what we have termed saturation assessment. 

The National Implementation Research Network has provided a way to conceptualize the implementation 

process in terms of moving from paper implementation, thru process implementation, and finally to 

performance implementation (Fixsen, Naoom, Blasé, Friedman, and Wallace, 2005). Paper 

implementation is defined as the development of new policies and procedures but only to the point that 

the program or practice exists on paper. Performance implementation refers to implementation that has 

developed to the point where activities and programs are incorporated into daily work routines and 

therefore likely to impact outcomes. The Saturation Assessment is designed to quantify when 

performance implementation has been reached. It is also intended to provide a focal continuous quality 

improvement indicator.  

 

The outcome study consisted of two components designed to measure the impact of the waiver 

demonstration on well-being and system outcomes. The well-being analysis measured changes in family 

functioning and well-being for families during the time a child and his or her caregivers are receiving 

services. The design approach was a two group, pre- to post self-report.  

 

The system outcomes evaluation examined reductions of subsequent foster care placements and instances 

of substantiated abuse or maltreatment. The evaluation design compared the outcomes for children and 

families who received services before and after the waiver implementation. The design was a quasi-

experimental comparison between the baseline and waiver groups using hierarchical linear modeling to 

control for both individual and family level characteristics. This design allowed us to create a baseline for 

each office as well as to control for systematic changes that happen statewide to both waiver and 

comparison offices over time.  
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The cost analysis examines the relative costs of achieving various positive outcomes, such as preventing 

an out-of-home placement. The key question is: What is the per child cost savings that arises from 

reductions in new entries to out-of-home placements that result after waiver implementation? The answer 

to this question brings together both the differences in costs that are observed between the demonstration 

and comparison groups and the expected change in out-of-home placements. 

 

DATA SOURCES AND DATA COLLECTION METHODS 
Results from the implementation evaluation are based on data collected from stakeholder interviews 

relevant stakeholders at both the state and regional level, review of state and regional leadership, case 

staffings. Data was collected by the University of Utah and analyzed by the University of South Florida. 

The training evaluation results are based on observations of various waiver trainings, presentations, 

workgroups, leadership meetings, and staffings. Observations were completed with a structured checklist. 

In addition, the relevant portions of the waiver trainings were also reviewed. Data for the community 

services needs and services assessment was collected from caseworker surveys administered by the 

agency, telephone interviews with contracted providers, and UFACET assessments collected from the 

SACWIS system. Saturation assessment data was collected by the University of Utah using a checklist. 

 

Well-being data was collected using a telephone administered survey. Data for the systems outcomes was 

collected from the SACWIS system and included case information needed to examine outcomes from two 

separate events: CPS case start and in-home case start. The cost analysis data was collected from the 

agencyôs existing financial database  

 

EVALUATION SAMPLES 
For the process study, implementation data was collected from stakeholders across the state, including all 

state and regional administrators involved in the waiver implementation and a random sample of 

caseworkers from each child welfare region. The training sample included all caseworkers who received 

training on the interventions that were part of the waiver demonstration. For the community services 

needs and services assessment, the sample consisted of all caseworkers participating in the waiver 

demonstration, community service providers with contracts for in-home services, and UFACET 

assessments. The STEP peer parent program data was from observations of a random sample of peer 

parent sessions across the state. The saturation assessment was based on observations of 20 caseworkers 

who were randomly sampled in each region that had completed the initial training period.  

For the outcome study, a well-being sample comprised primary caregivers with recently opened in-home 

cases with DCFS in the waiver demonstration pilot region and a similar comparison region was collected. 

The system outcome sample was developed from children with new cases opened by DCFS that receive 

in home services or foster care. A baseline group of cases prior to the waiver demonstration start was 

compared to a group of case that received waiver services.  

 

The cost study sampled from federal fiscal years (FFY) 2014 and 2015 using overall DCFS Title IV-E 

allowable and waiver-based demonstration project costs as included in Part 3 of the CB-496 report.  
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DATA ANALYSIS PLAN  
For the process evaluation, implementation data were analyzed using a qualitative approach that looked at 

six overarching domains that provide a framework for conceptualizing systems change: 

Leadership/Commitment, Vision/Values, Environment, Stakeholder Involvement, Organizational 

Capacity/Infrastructure, and Waiver Impact. Analysis of the UFACET, SFPF, and STEP parenting 

program was based on adherence measures developed for each of these wavier components as fidelity 

instruments had not been developed. Saturation assessment was conducted using a structured checklist 

that measured individual caseworker fidelity. Only the basic fidelity items were scored to determine 

initial fidelity.  

 

For the outcome evaluation, well-being data was analyzed by measuring pre to post change. The system 

outcomes were assessed using hierarchical linear modeling to control for both individual and family level 

characteristics. This approach allowed us to create a baseline for each office as well as to control for 

systematic changes that happen statewide to both waiver and comparison offices over time.  

 

The study team adhered to human subjects protection requirements for all data collection and analyses. 

 

SUBSTUDY 
The purpose of the decision-making substudy was to see if characteristics of CPS caseworkers and the 

environment in which they work predict the removal decisions they make. The study was proposed when 

it became clear that increased numbers of children were entering foster care directly from CPS. The goal 

of the substudy was supply information which DCFS can use to implement policy changes and other 

interventions to reduce unwanted variation in removal decisions.  

 

LIMITATIONS 
The evaluation approach had several limitations. Given that the analysis of outcomes is based on a quasi-

experimental design using cohorts that are not randomly assigned to interventions, the possibility of 

unknown factors affecting any differences between groups is always possible.  

 

Another limitation is time. System-wide change is slow and the outcomes measured require a large 

amount of data collected over the span of multiple years to detect effects. In addition, it took a significant 

amount of time for each region to reach saturation after the startup period, which is when we expected to 

begin to see the impact of waiver services on outcomes. Additionally, the outcomes of new foster case or 

new substantiated abuse after case start required at least one year of follow up data. For these reasons, the 

saturation period was not included in the outcome analysis for the Western and Eastern Regions. The lack 

of follow up data in several regions makes makes our conclusions about the impact of wavier 

demonstration services more tentative. For this reason, we recommend the state continue to look at these 

outcomes in the future.  

 

For practicality, the cost study is limited to data which the agency already collects. This limits the 

conclusions that may be drawn when computing the costs of the waiver demonstration. 
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SECTION THREE: PROCESS STUDY 
The study of the implementation of the Utah Title IV-E waiver child welfare demonstration project was 

divided into the following components: 1) implementation evaluation, 2) implementation of the evidence-

based assessment: The UFACET, 3) implementation of enhanced caseworker skills: The SFPF 

Framework, 4) community services implementation, and 4) saturation assessment.  

 

IMPLEMENTATION EVALUATION 
 

KEY RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
The goal of the implementation analysis was to identify and describe implementation of the waiver in 

terms of leadership, vision and values, environment, stakeholder involvement, organizational capacity and 

infrastructure, waiver impact, and lessons learned throughout the process. In addition, the analysis 

explored the agencyôs efforts in planning and implementing waiver activities. This final report presents 

findings from stakeholder interviews conducted throughout the course of waiver implementation at both 

the state and regional levels. Findings are presented by region and explore changes in implementation 

capacity over time. 

 

The key questions were:  

 

o What was the planning process for the waiver demonstration? 

  

o Who was involved in waiver implementation and how were they trained? 

 

o What were the confounding social, economic and political forces coinciding with waiver 

implementation? 

 

o What challenges were encountered during implementation and how were they overcome? 

 

SAMPLE 
Stakeholders interviews included leadership from the Office of the Attorney General, judges, GALs, state 

and regional DCFS leadership, caseworker supervisors, CPS caseworkers, in-home caseworkers, and peer 

parents. Respondents had worked in the field for a range of several months to 20 years. Identified roles 

specific to Utahôs IV-E Waiver or HomeWorks implementation varied considerably due to the variety of 

key stakeholders included in the analysis. Examples are detailed in the section below. 

 

The Office of the Attorney General staff saw themselves most often in the role of helping to make 

decisions during case staffings regarding whether to remove a child or offer in-home services. These 

stakeholders discussed how their role had changed because HomeWorks implementation shifted the 

theory behind petition and removal decisions; in the words of one respondent: ñthe philosophy has shifted 

a little bit. I noticed that in the staffings.ò 
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Child welfare administrators, whether they worked at the state, regional or county level, saw their role 

with HomeWorks falling into six primary domains: problem solving and conflict resolution, team players 

in system coordination with internal and external stakeholders, maintaining ongoing education on topics 

relevant to the waiver goals and mentoring, supervising and providing technical assistance to staff, 

leading and motivating staff, developing assessment tools such as UFACET, and monitoring quality and 

financial indicators, initiating improvement as appropriate. A clear finding from the data was that child 

welfare administrators were key drivers in HomeWorks implementation. One CWA explained, ñItôs 

barrier busting; if there are some barriers that come up that might have to do with community partners or 

other DHS entities, then I try to step in.ò Many CWAs had significant input into HomeWorks 

implementation because of their role in organizing and participating in trainings, such as regularly 

occurring brown bag meetings where they lead review of HomeWorks principles relevant to each case 

staffing. One region found that visiting another region proved an effective training opportunity as they 

could learn from their success. One CWA explained, ñWe saw how they implemented HomeWorks. So 

that was really a good, good, good experience; we had a chance to ask questions and get their feedback.ò 

Those in monitoring and oversight capacities gave examples of determining client eligibility for services, 

monitoring the state budget for HomeWorks, contract monitoring and accounting for funds expended and 

projected. 

 

Regional administration saw their role with HomeWorks largely falling into three domains: leadership of 

HomeWorks rollout and ongoing implementation efforts, staff supervision, and increasing capacity of the 

system to maintain more children safely in their homes. One administrator explained, ñI supervise the 

program administrators of our intake, prevention, CPS, in-home services, and domestic violence. I was 

brought over as the in-home program administrator with the [primary] task of implementing a new in-

home program to bolster our efforts to keep more children safely at home.ò Additionally, staff at this level 

saw themselves as the point person or go between in liaising with the state leadership team and coaching 

their own staff on the ground. As a supervisor explained, ñI'm the point person, at least on our team, to get 

it implemented and coach our staff. I've got five in-home workers, so it's been my responsibility to coach 

them, try to get them onboard and let them know everything is going to be okay. Hold their hand a little 

bit.ò  

 

Supervisors of caseworkers maintained a similar coaching role to program managers, but saw themselves 

reviewing their case workerôs decisions and actions at a closer level of detail on each case to determine 

whether HomeWorks principles were being implemented. 

 

Caseworkers most often mentioned two primary roles in HomeWorks implementation: learning 

HomeWorks principles and implementing them to prevent children from coming into foster care, and 

learning how to use the UFACET assessment tool for making case decisions. All caseworkers interviewed 

had in-home caseloads but often carried foster care cases as well. Caseworkers who identified as CPS 

caseworkers directly applied HomeWorks principles at the time of an in-home investigation in an effort to 

partner with parents and provide the services to a family in a voluntary capacity. A CPS worker 

explained, ñWe make the first initial contact there and we try and work services with the families so they 

don't come into working long term with CPS. So we do a lot of the HomeWorks in the front, in the 

beginning.ò Specific to UFACET, caseworkers stressed their role in ensuring the assessments are 
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conducted in a timely manner as a case transitions from CPS to the adjudication hearing and then to the 

ongoing case worker.  

 

DATA SOURCES AND DATA COLLECTION  
Stakeholder interviews were conducted in person or by phone with stakeholders from the State Office and 

from each of the five regions at multiple time points. The number of data collection points varied by 

region based on the waiver roll-out, whereby implementation began with a pilot in the Northern Region 

and then expanded to additional regions one at a time. Thus, there were four rounds of interviews 

completed with the Norther Region, three rounds of interviews with the Southwest Region, and two 

rounds of interviews each with the Salt Lake Valley, Eastern, and Western Regions. During each data 

collection point, a variety of stakeholders were selected to participate in the interviews, including 

administrators, supervisors, caseworkers, and external stakeholders such as judges, guardians ad litem, 

and attorneys, in order to represent diverse perspectives from the local child welfare systems.  

 

The purpose of these interviews was to assess current implementation status of the waiver and the 

contextual factors that may enhance or impede the implementation of the waiver services. The interviews 

focused on implementation strategies that were used, supports and resources that were utilized, 

stakeholder involvement in waiver planning and implementation, training, oversight and monitoring, 

contextual and environmental factors, and the facilitators and barriers encountered during 

implementation, as well as the steps taken to address these barriers (see Appendix B for interview 

protocols). During the final rounds of interviews, questions were added regarding the sustainability of 

HomeWorks and other services implemented through the waiver. Interviews were audio-recorded with 

the permission of participants. For participants who declined to be audio-recorded notes were taken by the 

interviewer. Audio files were uploaded to a secure site and the files were then transcribed for coding by 

the University of South Florida.  

 

DATA ANALYSIS  
Interview data were coded using six overarching domains that provide a framework for conceptualizing 

systems change: Leadership, Vision and Values, Environment, Stakeholder Involvement, Organizational 

Capacity and Infrastructure, and Waiver Impact. We explain the factors measured in each domain in the 

following paragraphs. 

 

Domain Definitions 
The first domain examined is Leadership. Leadership is crucial in establishing and promoting the vision 

for change, creating a sense of urgency around this vision, and creating buy-in for the change effort at all 

levels of the system. Systems change is most likely to be successful when key leaders are engaged and 

committed to the change effort and share accountability for achieving systems change outcomes. 

Interviews explored stakeholder perspectives regarding the inclusion of key leaders in the project and 

their commitment to the systems change effort, and the extent to which there is shared accountability 

across key stakeholder groups for child outcomes.  
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Leaders from all levels of the system need to be involved and supported in the implementation process. 

Leaders must be committed to establishing a vision for change, creating a sense of urgency, and 

authorizing the project management team to carry out the vision. Leaders must be champions for change 

at all levels of the system within the agency and among stakeholders, consumers, and the community. 

They must have a plan for strategically aligning values, practices, policies, and resources to achieve 

identified outcomes that is developed and continuously monitored through ongoing evaluation. They also 

communicate results and feedback on progress toward building shared accountability to outcomes. 

 

The next key domain necessary for implementing sustainable systems change is shared Vision and Values 

to guide the systems change effort. Capacity in this domain entails consensus among leaders and 

stakeholders on the vision for change, and a shared understanding of the values and principles that 

provide a framework for the systems change. The vision defines the goals of the change effort and the 

approach that will be taken to achieve those goals, while core values and principles provide a supportive 

framework that guides this work. Stakeholders were asked to describe their vision and values for the 

systems change effort, and the extent to which they felt this vision was shared across the system. 

 

The third element examined is Environment. In the context of systems change, the environment refers not 

so much to the physical environment (which typically cannot be changed but must be worked within) but 

rather the political, social, and cultural environment in which services are provided. Building 

environmental capacity entails ensuring that there is political will and community readiness and 

acceptance for the identified changes, and fostering an organizational and system culture that promotes 

open communication and creative problem solving to identify and address barriers, resistance, and 

conflict that may hinder successful implementation of the change effort. It includes development of 

system-wide structures to support implementation and shared accountability across system partners. 

Interviewees were asked to discuss what environmental factors they believed will support the systems 

change effort and what factors may hinder the success and sustainability of the systems change. 

 

The fourth domain, Stakeholder Involvement, is important to the success of systems change, as 

stakeholders are often those most directly impacted by the change and those who will be expected to carry 

out the changes in policy and practice on the ground. Engaging stakeholders is a strategy for building 

system-wide support, and helps to ensure that the implementation project will be culturally responsive to 

the needs of diverse stakeholders within the child welfare system. Capacity in this domain means actively 

involving both internal stakeholders (e.g. child welfare managers, supervisors, and direct service staff) 

and external stakeholders (e.g. service providers, schools, courts, mental health, juvenile justice, and 

family and youth organizations) in planning, implementation, evaluation, and decision-making. 

Caregivers, families, and children, furthermore, should be engaged to ensure that the systems change 

effort meets their needs and is culturally responsive. Interviews assessed what stakeholders were involved 

in the systems change project and what stakeholders still need to be included. 

 

The Organizational Capacity and Infrastructure domain focuses on the capacities that must directly 

support implementation and sustainability of the waiver demonstration. Analysis of organizational 

capacity and infrastructure examines the development and implementation of policies and procedures that 

support effective practice, provision of training, skill-building, coaching, supervision, and technical 

assistance to support effective implementation of practice changes, and the availability and use of data 
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and oversight processes to monitor implementation and support continuous quality improvement. The 

analysis identified strengths, challenges, and suggestions to improve organizational capacity. 

 

Two components were added to the Organizational Capacity and Infrastructure domain during the 

evaluation: saturation and sustainability. The evaluation team developed an observation tool to assess 

whether saturation had occurred in a region. Achieving saturation means that a sufficient proportion of 

caseworkers are implementing HomeWorks consistently enough that changes in child and family 

outcomes as a result of practice should be measurable (Details are provided in the Saturation 

Measurement section). During the interviews, respondents were asked about factors and strategies that 

helped their office and region to achieve saturation, which was explained to them as the point ñwhen you 

are routinely using HomeWorks.ò Furthermore, respondents were asked about the factors they believed 

would support the ongoing sustainability of HomeWorks beyond the waiver. 

 

The final domain is Waiver Impact. This domain examines ways in which child protective services (CPS), 

casework, and supervisory practice have been affected by the implementation of HomeWorks, ways in 

which implementation has impacted the court system including judges, attorneys and GALs, ways in 

which child safety and child and family well-being have been impacted by HomeWorks and impacts on 

morale and client characteristics.  

 

Analytic Procedures 
Stakeholder interview data was transcribed and analyzed with Atlas-Ti 6.2 , a qualitative analysis 

computer software program. The analysis was conducted by classifying responses into codes that 

comprehensively represent all participantsô responses to every question. Five team members participated 

in an iterative process aimed at achieving consistent understanding and coding of the interview 

transcripts. In six rounds of coding and discussion, team members reviewed a total of ten randomly 

selected transcripts. Through the iterative process of coding, comparison, and discussion, definitions were 

refined and the coding team established consistency among coders to minimize rater bias and improve the 

accuracy of data output. Agreement was informally calculated by dividing the total matched codes by the 

total number of codes between two reviewers (McHugh, 2012). Once agreement between and among 

reviewers reached 65%, reviewers independently coded transcripts.  

 

Codes were analyzed in terms of their relation to other themes, resulting in families of codes that were 

related in terms of topic. This process was reiterated until an overall structure was created that captured 

the participantsô experiences as told during the interviews. If no significant amount of data clustered 

around a particular code, this area was left out of the analysis due to the limited importance in the 

interview responses. Thus, the most commonly found patterns and themes from the interviews are 

reported. 

 

RESULTS 
Implementation results are presented first for the state level administration. Following that, results for 

each region are presented in order of implementation rollout starting with Northern, followed by the 

Southwest, Salt Lake Valley, Western, and Eastern respectively.  
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State Level Results 
A state level analysis of the Utah IV-E Waiver implementation has been compiled from data spanning the 

entire waiver period. These findings are comprised of data from four rounds of stakeholder interviews 

with DCFS administrators and observations from the Waiver Leadership Team (WLT). The WLT is 

comprised of individuals at the DCFS State Office who are responsible for planning, implementation, and 

decision-making related to the IV-E Waiver throughout the state. During these meetings, regional and 

state level administrators discussed the progress of major initiatives with regard to the waiver 

implementation and evaluation. All data sets are strongly representative of upper level administrators 

from the state office.  

 

Interviews were completed within the following timeframes: December 2013 through January 2014 

(N=12), February 2015 through March 2015 (N=8), February 2017 through March 2017 (N=6), and June 

2018 through August 2018 (N=5). The WLT meeting observations (N=42) occurred between April 1, 

2014 and March 12, 2018 at multiple intervals each year, and with greater frequency in the first two 

years.  

 

Interview respondents had been working for DCFS for a range of five to over twenty-two years. At the 

time of the final round of interviews, all respondents had been in their positions for a minimum of five 

years and most had been with DCFS for 10 or more years. Identified roles specific to Utahôs IV-E Waiver 

implementation included project management, administrative support and technical assistance provision 

to the regional offices, development and provision of training, fiscal oversight, and assessing and 

monitoring program fidelity. Observations from these meetings, along with the stakeholder interviews, 

were analyzed together using a systems-change framework. 

 

Leadership 
During the first round of interviews, there was wide agreement that leadership for the HomeWorks project 

was very strong in terms of commitment, involvement, and accountability. Members of the WLT were 

described as a ñreally comprehensive team,ò and the WLT itself was seen as instrumental to the 

successful implementation of the project. The integration of regional leaders into the team was described 

as ñkey to a lot of the acceptance.ò Regional leaders were described very positively, especially in terms of 

accountability: ñregion leadership has really owned being responsible for successful implementation with 

families in their own regions.ò Several interviewees noted that leaders at multiple levels were taking 

responsibility for the project and that leadership presence has been very ñwell-rounded.ò  

 

In reflecting on the implementation process, some respondents pointed out that it would have been even 

more helpful to have upper departmental leaders from outside of DCFS (i.e., from Division of Substance 

Abuse and Mental Health or Department of Workforce Services or Department of Health) sit on the WLT 

in order to better prepare those entities to support the program and the divisionôs goals. Although the 

perspective about leadership was consistently strong, some respondents highlighted that, at times, people 

in regional administration positions did not have sufficient understanding of HomeWorks to be able to 

ñspeak to the program more eloquently,ò especially to the legislature. Interview notes also reflected a 

need to address supervisors who were not supporting HomeWorks or did not express very much buy-in. 

 



Utah Title IV-E Final Report | May 2019 

 

34 

 

It was evident from the second round of interviews that there was a continuing theme of upper level 

administrators in all regions being seen as very engaged in HomeWorks integration. The WLT was 

perceived as being very effective, with a high level of intensity and commitment. There were frequent 

discussions of the helpfulness of creating workgroups and including staff from all regions. However, there 

was increasing concern about individuals holding key roles who were not very engaged; respondents 

focused especially the CWAs, who were frequently described as having a crucial role in the success of the 

program, especially in offices where buy-in was lacking.  

 

During the third round of interviews, respondents generally perceived that project leadership had been 

very strong. State level administrators were involved from the beginning with the design and planning of 

the waiver and had been active participants in workgroups and the WLT meetings. Upper administration 

was described as very hands-on and supportive; for example, it was reported that state level leadership 

met regularly with regional administrative teams and conducted brown bags with staff throughout the 

regions. One interviewee described it as an unprecedented level of support from the State Office 

compared to previous initiatives. There was also an expressed perception that DCFS had been particularly 

effective in sustaining support and interest in the project long-term. At the same time, there was a sense 

among some respondents that top leadership could be more engaged; for example, while they supported 

the vision, they had not necessarily been champions for HomeWorks. As one interviewee explained, 

ñWhat happens, particularly in large agencies, it ends up being owned by a particular groupé and at 

times the responsibility falls on that group. When in fact, it needs to be shared universallyé I think if you 

would ask them and if you ask me, thereôs a tremendous 100% óIôm in support of the project.ô But that 

isnôt all thatôs required.ò  

 

During the third round of interviews, interviewees identified strategic planning as a strength of the waiver 

leadership. Respondents emphasized that extensive planning occurred prior to implementation. As one 

individual explained, 

 

I think when we start things, we plan to the detail. Which is necessary, particularly with the 

Demonstration Project. We started out with, I believe, weekly meetings if I recall correctly. I 

think we had weekly IV-E meetings. So from a detailed, how-to methodology standpoint, we 

planned the thing to death. And it needed to happen. You needed that kind of detail and that kind 

of planning. 

 

Another respondent added that one thing that was different about this effort compared to previous 

statewide initiatives was the use of implementation science. This individual described the process as 

involving more careful and deliberate planning, with a focus on sustainability from the beginning.  

 

Strategic planning continued to be a major function of the WLT, as evidenced from meeting observations 

during Year 4 (October 2016 ï September 2017). Planning foci included the development and delivery of 

trauma-informed training and development of trauma treatment resources, as well as planning for the 

remainder of the waiver period. As the waiver approached its fifth year, leadership discussions examined 

the need to establish specific criteria for defining waiver success. Some discussion also revolved around 

how to best focus the direction of the WLT meetings at this stage in the initiative. The group agreed that, 

in addition to continuing to develop major initiatives like trauma resources, it would be most beneficial to 
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use the meetings to highlight innovations and successes across regions. They also stressed the importance 

of staying abreast of evaluation efforts to ensure that statewide activities aligned with those being 

evaluated. 

 

Finally, most respondents in the third round of interviews conveyed the perception that there was shared 

accountability for the waiver at all levels of the agency and leadership. As described previously, they 

perceived that there was good support provided by the State Office to the regions, and that the leadership 

had taken an active role throughout the implementation process. ñI feel like itôs owned at all levels of 

leadership and administrationò one respondent expressed, further adding, ñI feel like our directors have 

been involved. Theyôve gone to our national meetings; theyôve been involved in our local meetings. Our 

regional administration, I think they really do feel personal ownership for implementing in their regions. 

So, I feel like itôs very shared at all levels.ò At the same time, respondents acknowledged the liability 

concern at the front-line. In the following narrative, a respondent alludes to the efforts from the State 

Office to provide reassurance:  

 

There's been some concerns, you know, in terms of that, almost the shared accountability related 

to the liability pieceé sometimes if you're doing in-home services, or getting the kid home a little 

bit quicker; you know, what if things go south, what is the worst outcome? A child fatality or 

something, you know. Does administration have your back and such? I think the messaging has 

been that. I think it's been demonstrated in a variety of different ways. So, I would hope ï my 

hope is that it's feeling better than it has been in the past at the region level, the worker level.  

 

While most respondents seemed confident in the extent of shared accountability, there were still some 

perceptions that if something negative happened, there would be finger-pointing. The following concern 

was relayed by one respondent: 

 

I think it [shared accountability] varies dramatically. I think when, for instance, itôs owned by a 

small group of people, the accountability appears to be in this one small groupôs hands. But thatôs 

a little bit like government, in general, right? So, numbers are good, we are all accountable for it. 

Numbers are bad, thereôs a small group of people accountable for it. Numbers are good, weôre all 

in and responsible for it. Numbers are bad, itôll fall on the region. And that is the growing pains of 

an agency. 

 

Similarly, another respondent noted that DCFS was happy to take credit for the successes of HomeWorks 

to date, but it remained unclear how the Division would respond to adverse outcomes should they arise. 

This uncertainty remained, even among some at the State Office, about the extent to which shared 

accountability for the waiver outcomes truly existed. 

 

During the final round of interviews, stakeholders at the state level expressed a tremendous amount of 

buy-in for HomeWorks and saw many positive aspects of the initiative. Some respondents commented on 

the attention HomeWorks had brought to the basic philosophy of child welfare, suggesting that it allowed 

the Division to re-orient staff to a more meaningfulðand ultimately more effectiveðway of supporting 

families. One interviewee elaborated on the difference in approach after HomeWorks implementation: 
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I love the energy that itôs brought, the creativity in the regions, sort of the enthusiasm, the 

changes in the conversations that really are trying to get rid of the negative stereotypes toward 

familiesé I want it to always be this message of hope for families, and thatôs what I love. I think 

thatôs what I love the most about HomeWorks.  

 

Several stakeholders in the final round of interviews commented that, although HomeWorks began as a 

project that focused on in-home cases, it had penetrated beyond those boundaries and helped bring 

attention to ways that children in foster care need to be kept safe as well, since foster care still needs to be 

a functioning system: 

 

I love the concept. I love the movement. I love the focus. I love the attention. I love trying to help 

people be in a better position. I love trying to get families together or back together. Or, if not, I 

love for home to work for an adoptive kid. I love for a foster home to work. Like, for me, I love 

that itôs what it started out as a focus on in-home permeates through the entire spectrum of 

services. Even foster care. 

 

Some respondents described HomeWorks as a ñgenuinely good ideaò and saw the combined components 

of the program as being ñpurposeful and intentionalò in achieving a common goal of investigating the 

underlying causes of problems, rather than trying to treat the problems at the surface level. Positive 

appraisal of HomeWorks was also based on the development of high-quality assessments for child safety 

and individual and family functioning.  

 

During WLT meetings towards the end of 2017, administrators acknowledged strengthened relationships 

between the state office and regional offices and discussed measures to maintain those improvements for 

the sake of sustaining HomeWorks efforts. It was also decided that it was important to continue holding 

leadership team meetings in order to maintain a consistent focus on the ñbigger pictureò of HomeWorks. 

 

Vision and Values 
Feedback related to the vision and values for the HomeWorks project during the first and second rounds 

of interviews focused largely on what elements respondents saw as necessary to continue the strong 

momentum from initial implementation. One interviewee noted that even though the project was 

ñgruelingò at first and it would take years for the philosophy to become part of practice, they needed to 

keep up the energy in order to continue to be successful. Similarly, several responses highlighted the need 

to continuously assess capacity and be aware of how to ñkeep it out there in front of folks.ò Some 

comments pointed to a vision of a truly preventative system of care so that abuse and neglect did not 

occur. Other respondents focused their attention on the need for broader support from the state and 

political realm, and one noted the desire to see HomeWorks leading to national legislation that would 

direct funding to support in-home services better and in a more permanent capacity. Overall, interviewees 

agreed that the vision of having fewer children removed and providing stronger in-home services to 

families was the ultimate goal, and getting to that point would take greater amounts of time, energy, and 

effort on the part of all involved. 

 

From the third round of interviews, respondents described the rationale for the IV-E Waiver as evolving 

from a recognition that out-of-home care had been increasing in the state and there was a desire to reverse 
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this trend. Several interviewees noted that part of the impetus was the result of an audit, which led to a 

legislative mandate to reduce foster care and bolster in-home services. This occurred prior to the stateôs 

application for the waiver. As one interviewee expressed, ñIt just became really apparent that we didnôt 

offer enough to families to give their children a chance to stay home, or to really support them after they 

go home. And so, that was kind of the initial impetus of HomeWorks.ò According to respondents, DCFS 

had already begun working towards enhancing the in-home services program, and the waiver was seen as 

an opportunity to build on that initiative.  

 

Also in the third round of interviews, the personal desires of respondents with regard to the waiver were 

generally aligned with what they described as the projectôs primary goals: 1) fewer children entering 

foster care, 2) reducing recidivism, 3) improving assessment of family needs and strengths, 4) developing 

community resources and caseworker skills to effectively address family needs, and 5) increasing parental 

capacity to care for their children. Respondents expressed that they would like to see in-home services 

become an effective alternative to removal, with families achieving sustainable self-sufficiency. ñWeôre 

trying to really stop that cycle of families where weôve served multiple generations,ò one respondent 

added. There was also a desire to establish better communication with legal partners and to see some 

restructuring of the system overall, towards a greater focus on the substance and quality of casework 

rather than excessive documentation. 

 

Respondents were also in agreement that, for the most part, the vision for the waiver and HomeWorks 

was shared across all levels of the system and had remained consistent over time. The primary change 

identified by respondents during this round of interviews was an increased understanding of the various 

components of HomeWorks, such as the UFACET, SDM, and protective factors, and the applicability of 

this framework across the spectrum of child welfare services. In this way, HomeWorks concepts were 

increasingly being applied beyond in-home services to CPS, foster care, and even adoption cases. Most 

respondents perceived that the majority of stakeholders, both within DCFS and externally, were on board 

with the philosophy of HomeWorks, as expressed in the following narrative: 

 

I can't think of an example yet, where we've encountered anyone from Judges, administration, 

staff, that aren't supportive of this concept of, you know, safely reducing the need for foster care, 

helping parents, promoting families. It seems to fit very well, not only with the state culture, [but 

also] it's supported by statute. So, I think the vision has kind of been the easiest part of it, in terms 

ofé across the board support. 

 

While there was acknowledgement in the third round of interviews that in-home services were not 

appropriate for all cases, the vision to keep children home when it was appropriate to do so was perceived 

as being generally supported. It was reported that there were still some skeptics, particularly judges, who 

wanted to see more evidence of success before they fully bought in, but the level of support was viewed 

as improving. Some of the preliminary positive outcomes were believed to be facilitating greater uptake 

of the vision. 

 

For two respondents from the third round of interviews, there was still some uncertainty regarding 

maintenance of the vision. One individual conveyed a sense that some drift had occurred, emphasizing the 

need to ensure ongoing communication and reinforcement of the vision: 
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I think itôs very easy to have drift in the organization. So whenever anything is brand new, 

because you have to have so much buyoff with stakeholders, I think there is an initial vision that 

everyone gravitates to. As business as usual occurs, we drift. And I think one thing that we are 

very good at is addressing the needs of the family. And one thing we are really bad at is the 

organizational development end of keeping everyone informed. 

 

Another respondent reiterated the need for consistency and repetition in communicating the vision to 

stakeholders in order to ensure it was integrated with practice and sustained over time. 

 

During the final round of interviews, stakeholders from the state level consistently reported two aims of 

the HomeWorks initiative: to increase the capacity of DCFS to help parents safely care for their children 

in the home, and to safely reduce the need for foster care. One respondent elaborated, ñI would describe 

[the goal] most simply as our efforts to help parents be in a position to safely nurture and care for their 

own children. And ultimately, try to safely reduce the need for foster care in Utah.ò Furthermore, they 

saw this goal as being achieved by improving available services ï both in-home and for foster care ï and 

improving the skill level of staff to help them have better interactions with families. It was also noted that, 

although the trauma of removal was a catalyst for implementing HomeWorks, the Leadership teamôs 

understanding of the prevalence of trauma had grown significantly over the waiver period and remained 

central to sustaining the HomeWorks philosophy. 

 

Much of the discussion around vision and values from this set of interviews revolved around whether a 

shared vision of HomeWorks existed within DCFS and the larger community. Stakeholders widely agreed 

that within the Division, almost everyone from the frontline caseworkers to state leadership shared in the 

goal of providing in-home services to families as much as possible to keep children safe. Respondents 

described HomeWorks as being ñfully embracedò or ñactively embracedò among most people within 

DCFS and attributed this to the Division having a strong overarching message about the initiative: 

 

I feel like for the first time since Iôve worked for the agencyé that the entire agency was working 

together to try to accomplish that goal. So, I would say that from the very top down there was a 

cohesiveness around what we were trying to do, what we were trying to accomplish. And 

everyone had a really good understanding of what it is that we were trying to do with 

HomeWorks. And then again everyone was working together. Where previously, I think we all 

kind of had our silos and our little individual things that we did. And this was a way to kind of 

bring all of that together and have everyone work on that common goal. 

 

Some outliers to this shared vision and goal included caseworkers who may still have ñpunishment-

orientedò attitudes or brand-new caseworkers who need time to adapt to the practice; but overall, 

respondents felt that widespread change was happening.  

 

Respondents also agreed throughout the waiver period that there was less of a shared vision outside 

DCFS and that there were varied levels of buy-in to HomeWorks among legal partners, legislators, and 

the broader community. For instance, several respondents noted that there was still resistance among legal 

partners, or that even if legal partners were on board with the vision of HomeWorks, they had challenges 
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with the logistical aspects, such as safety and risk management. Stakeholders described some other 

community partners as being uninvolved or unaware of HomeWorks and noted that often, community 

members still saw removing a child from a home as a solution to the problem, which put them at odds 

with the HomeWorks framework. However, some interviewees pointed to an increase in awareness and 

buy-in among legislators and policymakers and felt that they saw DCFS in a positive light because of its 

emphasis on promoting family togetherness through public policy. One respondent highlighted ways that 

child welfare leaders at the national level were trying to implement a vision of change that Utah had 

already accomplished through HomeWorks. For those who saw improvements in attitudes among external 

stakeholders, they attributed this change to the collaborative work and educational efforts that were 

undertaken from the beginning of the implementation that set the stage for a shared vision. 

 

Finally, in terms of personal vision, some stakeholders from the final round of interviews wished to see a 

stronger ñfamily systemò approach with in-home services, meaning that providers for all types of services 

would be structured to go into the home and provide services to parents without children being removed 

first. In order to carry out this vision, one respondent said that the Division would need to take a more 

strategic approach to their contracting process and have more candid conversations with providers. 

 

Environment 
From the earlier interviews, there was considerable discussion about the implementation environment in 

terms of community partners and perceptions of staff and stakeholders. For instance, during the second 

round of interviews, there was a general perception that the project was progressing as intended, but 

respondents were cautious about overstating the success of implementation. Several interview responses 

and meeting notes emphasized a need to continuously assess internal capacity to implement program 

goals as well as capacity to maintain stakeholder and community involvement. Respondents noticed a 

clear distinction between regions that were excited and energetic about the program and those who were 

less enthusiastic, indicating that implementation did not go as well in sites that took a ñlow-keyò 

approach. Many interviewees discussed the need to continually have open communication and a 

supportive environment both for staff and community stakeholders for the implementation to be a 

success. Finally, many expressed the sentiment that this project ñfeels differentò from previous DCFS 

projects in that there was much more attention to continuous support after the roll-out and more of a 

shared vision across the Department. 

 

During the first round of interviews, respondents expressed positive anticipation of the communityôs 

support for HomeWorks. They recalled that many community partners were excited and interested in the 

project, based on preliminary conversations and meetings with partners as well as the Departmentôs 

invitations to present information about HomeWorks at various conferences. Some community partners, 

such as service providers, were described as being very supportive and ñwanting to accommodate what it 

is [DCFS] is trying accomplishò or ñwilling to change focusò in order to work with the program, although 

one respondent noted that ñthere is a lot more that needs to be doneò to get community partners on board.  

 

Some respondents from the first round of interviews described legal partners as having a ñresistantò or 

ñwait and seeò approach, but that these reactions from judges and Guardians ad Litem were somewhat 

expected, given their sharp focus on safety and risk. Interviewees also pointed to challenges with foster 

care providers, who, they perceived, held strongly ingrained ideas about risk and safety, whereby removal 
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was seen as the safest choice. They were believed to have a ñfear that somehow weôre just going to delete 

the need for foster care, delete the need for provider agencies, which isnôt true.ò Several respondents felt 

that the child welfare system had ñcreated a culture that is very friendly to removal and protecting the 

child and keeping the child safe, maybe at the expense of creating trauma through separation from 

parents.ò  

 

In discussing the community environment, the dominant perception from the third round of interviews 

was that there had been widespread support and buy-in from community partners. It was reported that 

providers had been adjusting their business models to align with the vision of HomeWorks, and that 

positive feedback was also received from families who had experienced the new practice model. The 

courts and judges were also reported to be largely supportive, although several respondents noted that 

there was variability among judges, with some more engaged than others. One respondent described the 

variability as follows: 

 

Weôve got, I think, some really great juvenile court judges throughout the state. But we do have 

some that seem to understand our business more and understand what weôre trying to do, andé 

theyôre willing to do things. Like, weôll say to them, ask the caseworker what they saw in 

UFACET, ask them what protective factors youôre focusing on with the family, and some of them 

are just really glad to do that or theyôre glad to see the safety assessment, but weôve got a few 

who are like, no, I know whatôs right, period. I donôt care what you think or do, and thereôll 

always have to be those efforts to work with them and to educate them. 

 

Similarly, another respondent expressed that, although not widespread, there were still some people and 

groups who did not agree with the concept of in-home services and felt that they were ñrescuing kids by 

taking them out of the home.ò One respondent further noted that there were always some late adopters 

who want to see the evidence first before they buy-in, as alluded to in the following narrative: 

 

I think itôs there, but again, thereôs always going to be some people who are that ñshow me the 

moneyò sort of thing. So, I think we just continue to just try to engage those individuals and share 

our vision and try to recruit them, to get them on board. You know, itôs always good to indicate, I 

think, the benefit to them, not just to us or not just to our clients. 

 

As this response indicated, an important acknowledgement at this point in the implementation was the 

need for an ongoing effort to build and maintain support and continue the conversations with community 

partners. For the most part, however, there was a strong sense that the majority of partners were on board, 

that the HomeWorks language had permeated the courts and providers, and that there was increased 

recognition among stakeholders of the trauma caused by removal. 

 

There was also recognition among respondents during the third round of interviews that communication 

was sometimes a challenge, and that agencies did not always communicate well with each other. It was 

reported that the degree and style of communication varied at the regional and local levels, and thus there 

was a need to adapt communication processes at the local level, for example, to what courts wanted. 

Respondents described multiple efforts to improve communication with community partners, develop 

communication protocols, and determine what exactly communication should look like. This topic was 
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discussed at a WLT meeting, where it was noted that some judges had requested more tangible 

information about what results they should expect to see after families received HomeWorks services. 

Participants at the meeting considered what information should be provided to courts and how it should 

be presented. An interview respondent further elaborated upon these efforts as follows: 

 

In a recent meeting with our Western Region legal partners, we prepared a document for themé 

that kind of showed, hereôs what communication has typically looked like in practice. With 

HomeWorks, hereôs what it should look like in terms of like what we might report to you in the 

court, what we would maybe tell you about UFACET, what we would tell you about the home 

visits. So, it was kind of trying to give them a picture of what case practice looks like thatôs 

different. So, where weôre trying to go with the goal, is even figure out how do we train staff 

about whether itôs written court reports or oral court reports, or having a conversation with your 

attorney, the Attorney Generalôs office. So, weôre trying to figure out what does that package look 

like. 

 

In addition, it was reported that the state level leadership had been very open to attending multi-

disciplinary meetings in each of the regions to talk with community partners about HomeWorks and 

support local implementation efforts. Moreover, they were working on developing ongoing training 

modules for legal partners to complement the initial introductory training that was provided in order to 

facilitate ongoing learning and collaboration. 

 

For the most part, respondents saw improved communication with legal partners towards the end of the 

waiver period. Some of this improvement was based on perceptions that judges were listening more to 

what caseworkers had to say and were more in-tune with the strengths-based approach that had been 

cultivated through HomeWorks. Many interviewees found judges to be increasingly familiar with and 

interested in HomeWork processes, as evidenced by their requests for documentation in court reports or 

as having HomeWorks language fully embedded in their court processes. One stakeholder noticed one 

judgeôs change from challenging to supportive after the region made specific efforts to ñelevate practiceò 

by focusing more explicitly on gathering data, strengthening documentation, supporting suggestions to 

the court, and being more articulate. According to one respondent, although the training and outreach with 

legal partners prior to HomeWorks implementation was helpful, ñwhat makes the difference is what 

[judges] see in practice.ò Other examples of increased collaboration with legal partners included ongoing 

requests for DCFS to present HomeWorks trainings and education, either informally through the Table of 

Six judicial committee or more formally through conferences and new judge orientations. According to 

one interviewee, HomeWorks was a catalyst for moving interactions with legal partners into a different 

(and better) working relationship. 

 

Respondents also noted that, even though relationships with legal partners were better overall at the end 

of project implementation, there were still some challenges, given that legal partners were generally 

skeptical by nature and could be quick to attribute casework flaws to the change in approach emanating 

from HomeWorks. One stakeholder acknowledged that judges were more or less dependent on DCFS to 

make their decisions, and it was incumbent upon the caseworker to provide strong evidence and rationale 

for a request, and sometimes these skills were underdeveloped: 
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But [legal partners are] skeptical. I think they tend to just err on the side of skepticisméWhen 

really, if our staff are communicating well saying, ñThis is the decision I made. These are all of 

the reasons why we feel like this is the best decision.ò We were really not very good at 

articulating the reasons behind decisions sometimes. And if Iôve decided to keep a child in the 

home instead of removing, I better have a very detailed description of why I feel like that child 

can remain safely there. And while some workers are great at it, others really struggle. And I 

would say we probably struggle more than we are successful at that. Weôre getting better through 

some of the stuff. But I think thatôs where we see our lack of support is when we have not, I 

guess, put our best foot forward. But they blame HomeWorks when really it wasnôt a 

HomeWorks problem. It was a staff problem.  

 

Several respondents from the final round of interviews recognized that there was still more work to do to 

ensure strong communication and collaboration with legal partners and suggested it would be beneficial 

to continue educational outreach to legal partners. Additionally, it was recommended that the Division 

review cases with poor outcomes, analyzing each decision point along the way in order to view the 

decisions from a legal perspective. 

 

Many respondents from the final round of interviews saw community support of HomeWorks as a 

facilitator of a good working environment. Interviewees referred to strong support from community 

providers and child welfare advocates, which was partially attributed to the ñmass appeal of the Protective 

Factors.ò Other respondents said that HomeWorks was ñheavily supportedò from the legislature and that 

some of this support had come through in Utahôs Family First Prevention Services Act, which they saw as 

complementary to HomeWorks in that it built directly upon core components of the framework. For one 

respondent, the ultimate evidence of community support was demonstrated by families in DCFS, as stated 

below:  

 

And, again, you hear family stories, or you hear family experiences, or Iôve heard families say 

themselves that, you know, ñI really have appreciated the services that I received from DCFS.ò 

Or, ñI was surprised that things went so well.ò Or, ñI was surprised that the Division was 

helpful.ò Or, ñThis was much better than the last time we were involved with the system.ò And 

things like that.  

 

The next topic examined was staff support. During the second round of interviews, respondents reported 

that caseworkers were showing more engagement with the HomeWorks model, asking deeper questions, 

and using the skills and tools more, resulting in positive experiences with the model. This momentum was 

coupled with some lingering concerns by staff that the organization was ñmoving too far the other wayò 

in terms of leaving children in unsafe environments, but respondents continued to emphasize that a 

paradigm shift takes time and that with continuous support, training, and coaching, those who were 

hesitant would become more confident in the change in philosophy. Also, in response to some of the 

questions and concerns brought by staff and community partners regarding risk and community 

involvement, the WLT spent a good deal of time developing initiatives that would strengthen the 

Departmentôs capacity to meet the goals of the project; these included Trauma Causal Pathways, 

Community Collaborative Toolkit, and formalized partnerships. These initiatives will be discussed in 

greater detail under the Organizational Capacity section. 
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From the third round of interviews, respondents overall perceived the environment, both within DCFS 

and among the broader community partners, to be supportive of HomeWorks and the goals of the IV-E 

Waiver. The DCFS workforce was reported to be very dedicated, with supervisors supporting and 

encouraging staff in the HomeWorks implementation. ñWe really have a lot of committed, sincere, 

genuine people working for DCFS,ò one respondent commented. Another emphasized the importance of 

buy-in from the leadership and administrators: ñIt really permeates to the team. Whateveré your attitude 

is [as a supervisor], it really bleeds into your workers.ò It was noted that not all staff were on board yet, 

but the agency was focusing on building support among the frontline staff and having supervisors work 

with those who were still resistant. There was also recognition that caseworkers were struggling with 

heavy caseloads and HomeWorks created an increased workload. As one respondent explained, ñI think 

our staff are overwhelmed, I think theyôre overworked, I think theyôre again, those compliance 

components, they get in the way, but I think for the most part thereôs been a lot of positivity and weôve 

heard from a lot of staff, like, Iôm excited to do my job, this is why I got into this business, kind of a 

thing.ò One last challenge to the organizational environment was ensuring clear and consistent 

communication between the State Office and each of the regions, with one respondent expressing that it 

could be difficult to keep everyone on the same page. 

 

With regard to staff support during the final round of interviews, state level stakeholders spoke very 

positively about the engagement of staff in HomeWorks as well as their ability to apply HomeWorks 

concepts consistently in their daily practice. Respondents revealed that their teams ñloveò HomeWorks 

and thought it was ñawesome,ò and that staff at the leadership level were equally supportive and positive 

about the initiative. One interviewee shared that caseworkers lived HomeWorks on a daily basis and said 

that it consumed how they engage with, assess, and intervene with families. In other words, HomeWorks 

had become the environment. Another stakeholder discussed ways that HomeWorks processes alleviated 

some of the stress of casework in that it helped caseworkers feel good about some of the difficult 

decisions they sometimes made, such as terminating parental rights, because their decisions were backed 

by solid assessments.  

 

The final topic organizing discussion around the environment was community resources and services. 

Respondents during the third round of interviews expressed the sentiment that current resources were 

insufficient, and that resource development was critical to the success of HomeWorks. In particular, the 

need for greater substance abuse and mental health services was identified. Substance abuse was 

described as the greatest concern and most underfunded service need, not just within the child welfare 

system, but throughout the state. Domestic violence services were also reported to be lacking in some 

communities. One respondent placed emphasis on the need for evidence-based services and conveyed that 

they were currently rewriting provider contracts to call for more evidence-based practices. The fact that 

there were vast differences in resources and needs between rural and urban communities was also noted, 

thus the need to assess resource needs at the local and regional levels. Respondents stated that they were 

engaging providers in conversations about resource and service needs and working together to try to 

identify solutions. 

 

The issue of whether stakeholders felt there were appropriate services and resources for waiver 

implementation during the final years was informed largely by WLT discussions. These meetings took 
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place between August 2018 and March 2018, and spoke to the development of services and resources 

throughout the final years of waiver implementation. At a WLT meeting in December 2017, the team 

discussed a substance use disorder collaboration between DCFS and the Utah Division of Substance 

Abuse and Mental Health (DSAMH), through which it was anticipated that there would be increased in-

home services to support ongoing substance abuse treatment to help parents recover at home. The team 

acknowledged the need to examine funding sources for additional services, and also to consider how to 

support the collaborative through training and involving other partners, such as drug court and legal 

partners. From this meeting, it was also noted that a recent survey taken by Child Welfare Administrators 

and Supervisors in the Southwest Region revealed that the regionôs top priority was to expand services 

and resources.  

 

During a later meeting in February 2018, there were indications that the substance use disorder 

collaboration was continuing to make progress, and DCFS was providing education to DSAMH and 

Local Substance Abuse Authorities (LSAAs) on DCFS practice guidelines, timelines, and internal 

processes. The team noted that UFACETôs rate for identifying the need for substance abuse services was, 

93.7% at the time. At the same meeting, the WLT reviewed a new component of 211 services, more 

specific to HomeWorks. The Division had created a specific 211 portal for clients seeking agency-

contracted providers offering free or sliding scale services. The objective of this new service was that 

caseworkers would be able to easily access 211 resources through their phones, tablets, or computers. 

Other commentary on services and resources from interviews indicated that there was an ongoing need 

for robust services that could meet the needs of families in the community and at home. 

 

Stakeholder Involvement  
The first two rounds of interviews did not contain substantial discussion of stakeholder involvement. 

Within the third round of interviews, however, stakeholder involvement was discussed with a focus on 

external stakeholders and DCFS staff. Responses related to external stakeholders illustrated that 

community members were engaged at different levels and stages of implementation. Some respondents 

felt that, while community providers could have been involved in the process sooner, they were currently 

well-integrated in HomeWorks efforts. However, one barrier that made for a somewhat tense relationship 

between DCFS and providers, was the issue of funding; providers relied on DCFS funding in order to 

provide services, but DCFS was not able to offer as much funding as some providers needed. 

Furthermore, the Divisionôs new requirement that contracted providers be trauma-informed and deliver 

evidence-based services, required specific trainings and certifications, which cost providers more money. 

Some respondents spoke of one opportunity for continued collaboration with providers around the issue 

of transitioning from providing site-based services to in-home services, and it was put forward that 

conversations about what this process might look like were in progress. 

 

Several interviewees spoke about the strong collaboration they felt existed between DCFS and legal 

partners. This partnership was described mostly in positive terms, and interviewees referenced 

communications with judges, the Attorney Generalôs office, the Child Protection Chief, and the Juvenile 

Justice System, among others. In one region, state and regional administrators met with a group of judges 

to discuss HomeWorks processes in the courts. One respondent recounted that, in a WLT meeting, it was 

reported that the judges were supportive and complimentary of the work being done but wanted to better 

understand changes they should see as a result of HomeWorks. Interview responses also indicated that 



Utah Title IV-E Final Report | May 2019 

 

45 

 

regular meetings were held with regional Attorneys General and judges, and that DCFS regularly 

presented on HomeWorks at a judgesô conference. 

 

With respect to family and child involvement, most responses from the third round of interviews 

described these stakeholders as underrepresented, with little involvement from the beginning. However, 

some respondents described the way that parents and children had been involved through external 

organizations (the Birth Parent National Network and the National Youth Council) in the development of 

the UFACET parent manual, helping to make the language and concepts accessible to families so they 

could better communicate with caseworkers. Another interviewee noted that the Qualitative Case Review 

(QCR) process identified two indicators that were relevant to familiesô experiences with the Division ï 

engagement and satisfaction. Other respondents were unaware of any efforts to involve parents and 

children in the development stages of HomeWorks. 

 

Finally, staff involvement was another area that garnered significant feedback throughout the third round 

of interviews. state level staff described themselves as being heavily involved from the beginning because 

the project originated in the State Office in terms of design and structure; specific staff members were 

given integral roles in the process. Respondents also widely agreed that caseworkers, supervisors, and 

regional administrators were involved in various processes in the early stages of HomeWorks. Some 

examples included the UFACET workgroup, the Strengthening Families workgroup, the HomeWorks 

workgroup, and a CPS committee designed to give input on how HomeWorks affects CPS. Several staff 

also discussed an ongoing workgroup comprised of in-home caseworkers, foster care caseworkers, 

supervisors, and administrators from each region that was geared towards helping foster care caseworkers 

understand their role in HomeWorks and the ways in which it applied to all families. Interviewees further 

described more informal multi-level and cross-regional problem solving that occurred among staff, 

through which frontline staff added their input to solving problems. One respondent discussed an example 

of this kind of collaboration: 

 

So, for example, at both our child welfare institute in the fall and our supervisor conference in the 

spring, we brought in workers who had done things with families in the homes, and they 

demonstrated via working tables where people could actually see and experience what they had 

done; it was a chance to share their work. Weôve invited staff to submit HomeWorkables, you 

know, to help with that. 

 

Respondents generally felt that staff at all levels were involved in many aspects of planning and 

implementation, and that there continued to be a strong, cross-regional culture of collaboration in which 

everyoneôs input was not only valued, but necessary for the long-term sustainability of the program.  

 

Organizational Capacity 
This section includes discussion on the extent to which DCFS has the organizational capacity and 

infrastructure necessary to carry out and sustain the HomeWorks initiative. Interviewees discussed a 

variety of topics under this domain, including policies and procedures, training, supervision, coaching, 

assessment processes, oversight and quality improvement, saturation, funding, turnover, and 

sustainability.  
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A significant amount of work during the first round of interviews was focused on refining the process of 

assessing data ï in terms of both caseworker tools, UFACET and SDM ï as well as understanding 

program outcomes at early stages. Throughout the second year of implementation, there was a concerted 

effort to determine the best ways of sharing progress, as regions were eager to know if they were meeting 

their goals. At the same time, there were efforts to ensure that causality was not being inferred before 

saturation had been achieved. The WLT made continuous adjustments in response to feedback, honing the 

process and, ultimately, deciding on a quarterly report format in order to capture trends and patterns over 

time. They also determined that reports would be distributed to the WLT, regional administration teams, 

the legislature, and the public.  

 

In terms of data assessment tools, there was significant concern during the early years that not all 

caseworkers understood the UFACET assessment and might be just ñchecking boxes,ò while concern for 

the SDM was that it was not being scored correctly or completed with fidelity. Both tools were going 

through pilot phases and adjustments during some of the time responses were collected, and there were 

clear efforts to address concerns brought up by caseworkers and leadership. The WLT acknowledged that 

supervisors had not been trained very well in interpreting reports as a way to help caseworkers understand 

their effectiveness and felt this could be remedied through coaching. They also conducted sessions with 

supervisors on fidelity measures for each tool, enabling them to improve their communications about the 

tool with staff.  

 

In perspectives offered by stakeholders during the final round of interviews, the UFACET was widely 

regarded as a significant part of the successful change in approach to case practice brought about by 

HomeWorks. The UFACET was frequently described as being central to HomeWorks, particularly in its 

ability to weave concepts into practice. One respondent highlighted strengths of the tool: 

 

I think itôs pretty innovative and has kind of led the way, and has drawn a lot of attention 

nationally for being a quality assessment for working with families in home or out-of-home. 

Which is kind of cool. It created a hybrid I donôt think weôd ever had before. And just the 

Protective Factors themselves, and having workers focus on gathering information through that 

Protective Factors lens. Again, instead of being symptom focused, allegation focused itôs really 

focused on, ñHow is this family functioning? Whatôs happening? Whatôs going on?ò And I think 

itôs probably one of the most useful tools.  

 

From Waiver Leadership Team observations conducted throughout the implementation, there were many 

developments in the UFACET process, such as staff completion of the UFACET certification, planning 

for future recertification processes, discussing ways that UFACET results could be better communicated 

to parents, and determining how the tool might better address youth issues. Furthermore, WLT meeting 

observations indicated that other agencies had begun using the UFACET towards the end of 2017, 

including the Division of Juvenile Justice Services and System of Care staff. One trainer from the WLT 

delivered UFACET trainings to relevant agencies around the state.  

 

Policies and procedures were not given much attention during the earlier rounds of interviews but were 

being addressed during the third round of interviews. One area in which there was strong consensus was 

the extent to which existing policies and procedures were aligned with HomeWorks initiatives. 
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Interviewees agreed that much work had been done to ensure that policies and procedures were reflective 

of HomeWorks principles. This was, in part, because HomeWorks was seen as an enhancement of an 

existing practice model and ideology within DCFS, and administrators chose the HomeWorks model with 

the aim of sustainability, offering that it did not veer far from their existing path and sustainability could 

realistically be accomplished.  

 

One respondent noted that policies and procedures were much better aligned than when the project 

planning started five years ago, and another stated, ñI would be surprised if you could find one [policy or 

procedure] that ran contrary to HomeWorks,ò giving credit to the administrators who had worked 

continuously since implementation to ñrevampò the practice guidelines to ensure they met the current 

needs of the organization. Two related areas emerged as needing more development: CPS and trauma. For 

CPS, respondents saw the need to make sure that DCFSô policies and procedures allowed them to ñdrive 

practice in a less incident-focused way.ò With regard to trauma, interviewees expressed the need for a 

broader organizational understanding of how to reduce the trauma of removal and how to make DCFS 

processes, in general, less traumatic for families. All responses reflected the ongoing work the Division 

was doing to continually review and revise processes and procedures with input from employees at all 

levels.  

 

Respondents spoke strongly about the successes and gaps in training. Some responses revealed areas that 

could be improved, such as including community providers in the basic HomeWorks training, and using 

research on training and coaching to guide the process. Observations from Year 3 indicated that WLT 

members identified several topics for further training, including social competency skills, communication 

with legal partners, and engaging families, which could be provided through a variety of in-person and 

technological mediums. Evident in the responses was a concerted effort to improve training processes to 

be more streamlined and more responsive to specific needs identified throughout implementation process. 

Administrators noted they had to ñlook continually at how [to] deliver information in the least intrusive 

way with the greatest effectiveness,ò knowing that caseworkers already had heavy workloads. Continuous 

types of training, like brown bags, learning activities, and coaching, were viewed very positively and seen 

as key to acceptance of the program.  

 

Data from the third round of interviews indicated there was strong momentum in multiple training areas. 

The SDM tool was updated and new Safety Assessment Practice Guidelines were written. Safety 

assessment training received very positive responses and there were efforts in this area to focus on 

evaluating the effectiveness of the training by reviewing the impact caseworkersô safety plans had on 

family outcomes. Additionally, UFACET was implemented statewide and administrators worked to 

expand training to providers who might need to know how to interpret data from the tool, including 

residential treatment facilities, individual therapists, and foster care providers. It was noted that training 

had already been provided to the Juvenile Justice System and some Peer Parent coordinators.  

 

For the most part, training discussions shifted from mass trainings that provided all employees with a 

foundational knowledge of HomeWorks to finding ways to carry out concepts in daily practice, which 

proved to be somewhat of a struggle during the middle years of the waiver. Many of the new training 

needs arose from challenges that were voiced within specific regions. Through trouble shooting and 

collaboration efforts, tools such as detailed handouts about a specific topic were developed and 
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distributed statewide. Many interviewees spoke to the power of one-on-one mentoring to reveal important 

issues but were unsure how to translate that kind of guidance through a mass training. In the quote below, 

an interviewee described the difficulty in figuring out how to help some caseworkers identify the 

problems they struggled with and help to resolve them: 

 

At this point, itôs really figuring out how to get it into the day to day because most of the workers 

that I spoke with like it, want to do it, but theyôre missing that piece of how to do it. Either theyôre 

already doing it and theyôre amazing, or they want to, but they just havenôt figured out how to put 

it onto their plate. And so, we need to figure out how to make our training or assistance more 

applicable. 

 

This frontline support was seen as invaluable, nonetheless, and in one region, administrators were asked 

to do a ñdeep diveò into a closed case in order to understand how and whether HomeWorks was 

incorporated from start to finish. Interviewees described this as a very beneficial strategy for highlighting 

opportunities for improvement, and the strategy was recommended for other regions. One respondent felt 

that the Division was understaffed to carry this out and suggested adding two additional full-time trainers.  

 

It was evident from WLT observations throughout the later years that significant resources were dedicated 

to developing and continuously retooling training processes based on end-user feedback and experience. 

The trauma training was a frequent item of discussion and included positive appraisal of the training by 

caseworkers as well as ideas for how best to implement and sustain training long-term for all 

caseworkers. Other related components of the trauma training included efforts to integrate trauma 

principles into Administrative Guidelines and to demonstrate through training how trauma related to the 

practice model. The WLT was in the process of implementing plans to determine what kinds of trauma-

informed practices were being used by providers and would use that information to further develop the 

trauma-related components of staff training. Another specific training discussed in WLT meetings was the 

Protective Factors training presented by Dr. David Schramm. Because it was so well-received and 

garnered positive feedback, the WLT was considering ways to incorporate the training into regular 

onboarding processes.  

 

With regard to new caseworker skills, some respondents from the final round of interviews indicated a 

stronger connection was needed between what was learned during training and how that information was 

applied to casework. One interviewee stated that caseworkers often became caught up in trying to comply 

with procedures and missed basic indicators of family functioning: 

 

Things get lost in translation. And I think when youôre out in the field, and youôre busy, and 

youôre just trying to get things done you resort to getting things done. Instead of understanding 

why it is. Like, child first seen, for instance. You have a time limit on when you need to see a 

child. And the point isnôt just to see them. The point is to see them to make sure that theyôre safe, 

and to find out if thereôs anything that they need, and to get a sense of how theyôre doing. But for 

staff, for some reason, it ends up being, ñNo, I saw theméò So, the ñwhyò gets lost. 
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There were many calls for a training component that would address this disconnect between simply 

following procedure and actually connecting the dots between how a procedure actually helps a family or 

helps the caseworker identify services for a family. 

 

Many concerns about coaching arose during the second year of implementation. There was wide 

agreement that the coaching aspect of HomeWorks was new to the agency and that many staff at the 

CWA and supervisor level were struggling with it: ñI think coaching is a new concept for our supervisors. 

Theyôve never done coaching before, so even though weôve rolled out training with regard to coaching, it 

is a behavioral change and that is a change that is yet to take root.ò However, this issue varied by region, 

and responses indicated that coaching training was weak in the initial stages of implementation; after 

learning from the challenges experienced in the Northern Region, changes were made to strengthen the 

training, materials, and follow-up support for supervisors in other regions, leading to observations that 

their coaching skills were improving.  

 

There was strong consensus that the general issue of coaching warranted further attention and was seen as 

a crucial piece of supporting caseworkers in their practice. One respondent emphasized the difference 

with this new element compared to similar strategies: ñThis is different than mentoring. Itôs not just the 

long- term supervisory or mentoring relationship that you have, so one who might kind of guide your 

career through your life. This is really focused coaching to achieve specific goals of implementation.ò 

Another respondent thought that coaching should ñgo all the way up to the top,ò speaking to the positive 

effects coaching could have, not only for HomeWorks, but for the agency as well.  

 

The WLT continued to work to identify barriers to coaching into Year Three, determining that coaching 

was critical in many ways, including identifying whether caseworkers were using appropriate tools to 

develop their practice. The team committed to continue coaching training until supervisors felt 

comfortable, and they discussed multiple strategies for ensuring coaching was being done appropriately. 

However, by the final years of the waiver, the early focus on specific methods of coaching was eventually 

exchanged for a more strategic focus on leadership development for supervisors and CWAs.  

 

Closely related to the issue of coaching, the topic of supervision generated ample discussion in the second 

and third rounds of interviews. For instance, respondents reinforced the idea that supervisors were 

integral to the success of HomeWorks, especially since many had not done case work under the 

HomeWorks model, making it challenging to coach caseworkers on methods and ideas that they were still 

learning. As one respondent explained, 

 

Thereôs not a day in an office where the supervisor is not an integral part of how the decisions are 

made, and what decisions are made, and then what we do based on those decisions and that itôs 

very much tied to that supervisory position, but itôs the most important position. So how do we 

give them the tools and skills that they need to actually make the change?  

 

On the other hand, one respondent noticed an emerging pattern of newer supervisors who had been 

promoted internally and had done casework under the HomeWorks model, which was seen as very 

beneficial, even though it was partially a result of high turnover: ñI think what we're seeing now, which is 

a real promising phenomenon the challenge of turnover is being addressed by promoting excellent 
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caseworkers to supervisors; now theyôre coming in with that real world expertise.ò The implication was 

that supervisors who had previously used HomeWorks in their case practice were more capable of 

understanding the challenges caseworkers faced, and perhaps providing more effective coaching. In fact, 

skill-based coaching was widely discussed as both a challenge and a crucial element of long-term success. 

As evident in interviews and the WLT observation notes, administrators were making many efforts to 

further enhance coaching practices by devoting funding and human resources to this initiative. The 

Division contracted with a consultant to help resolve some coaching challenges throughout regions during 

the earlier years. The consultant used OSKARS (coaching model), focusing on practice with fidelity, and 

providing monthly coaching to supervisors. One respondent reflected that peer-to-peer coaching happened 

more spontaneously, and was seen as very effective, such as when caseworkers would go to another office 

to present a tool they had created for better incorporating HomeWorks language into their case work. 

 

From data gathered in the final round of interviews, respondents, whose roles included mentoring staff in 

some of the more technical aspects of HomeWorks, said that they felt confident in their ability to do so, 

particularly with regard to the UFACET. This mentoring took various forms, including helping a worker 

to score the UFACET with challenging cases, going out with a worker and modeling how to do the 

UFACET or trouble shooting while the worker did it, and helping to develop a family plan based on the 

UFACET outcomes. Other examples of coaching discussed by respondents included demonstrating 

concepts, walking through the goals and steps of a case, helping caseworkers to use a protective lens 

rather than focusing on the definitions of abuse (e.g., rather than assessing how much of a red mark duct 

tape left on a child, figuring out why the child was duct-taped to begin with). Several respondents 

commented that the coaching was more informal and needs-based, and that ñat this point in the position, 

they need to ask for us. Like we've done all the mandatory stuff, and so now we just kind of go out and 

give them what they ask for.ò  

 

One significant component of the supervisory process that several respondents discussed during the final 

year, was the leadership academy geared towards supervisors and child welfare administrators (under 

development during the summer of 2018). It was widely recognized in stakeholder interviews that there 

had not been a consistent, successful coaching component to HomeWorks, despite early efforts: 

 

Weôve struggled to be able to really put something in place that I think is consistent or really 

sustainedéBut the one thing I am happy about is they are building coaching into our leadership 

academy and theyôre putting it in every module. And theyôre defining specific coaching kinds of 

activities to teach the leaders how to coach those supervise.  

 

One respondent acknowledged that through HomeWorks, it became clear that coaching needed to be a 

well-thought-out component of any new initiative, and leaders should ask themselves, ñwhat is the 

coaching plan for this?ò Another interviewee suggested that there was a need to have a role that oversaw 

coaching efforts and helped ensure consistency of coaching efforts across regions. 

 

There were many efforts to determine the effectiveness of HomeWorks in reducing foster care through 

analysis of available data and collaborations with the University of Utah, but according to the WLT 

observations, the overall results were indeterminate at many points, in part because the implementation 

was at various stages in different regions and because of possible confounding factors. One problem 
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identified in the meetings was that some out-of-home caseworkers and residential care therapists saw their 

role as working with children, and therefore did not work as effectively with parents and caregivers. One 

potential solution to this problem was to re-conceptualize reunification as a primary goal for performance-

based contracts with providers. Other informal efforts to monitor the success of the program included 

reviews of in-home cases to assess what types of cases were being opened, the range of those familiesô 

needs, and differentiating where Protective Factors were more relevant versus those where families had 

more intensive needs, such as mental health and substance abuse challenges.  

 

At a WLT meeting on October 15, 2017, data concerning how placement decisions were made was 

presented from a Decision-Making Ecology study with legal partners. Feedback garnered from sixty 

percent of the stateôs GALs and eighty percent of the stateôs Attorneys General indicated that legal 

partners mostly thought that DCFS services met clientsô needs and that caseworkers usually had adequate 

skills to perform their jobs, but not adequate time. The results also indicated that legal partners wished to 

continually be involved in education and feedback related to HomeWorks.  

 

Regarding quality improvement processes, respondents from the second round of interviews referred to 

several tools that were used to assess progress and highlight challenges. The UFACET report was now 

fully developed, but only newly available; the SDM report was still in the process of being developed. 

These reports drew from the two assessments and could be made available to select employees through 

the SAFE system. The interviewees frequently discussed the importance of the Qualitative Case Review 

(QCR), which was a review of different aspects of cases conducted once or twice a year to ensure that 

regions were in alignment with DCFS policies and procedures and that HomeWorks practices were 

evident in the cases. One respondent discussed the value of the HomeWorks Data Report, which 

evaluated various components of the project, including number of families served, recidivism, in-home 

versus out-of-home cases, and demographics. These data were seen as especially helpful in informing 

next steps. Additionally, state level administrators were described as having a strong presence ñin the 

fieldò across regions in order to continuously receive feedback on challenges and successes, as well as to 

provide coaching and mentoring. Some respondents also appreciated the formal evaluation component of 

the waiver because of the independent perspective it offered, which allowed administrators to appreciate 

strengths and limitations from a more objective view. 

 

One interviewee described the way that some data had been used to improve processes already, such as 

the survey data from providers, which was used to re-write provider contracts to require evidence-based 

practice. And finally, one suggestion with regard to quality improvement processes was to develop a 

family survey that captured familiesô experiences with HomeWorks in a more purposeful way, including 

assessing whether caseworkers helped families build protective factors or helped them cope with stress.  

 

The concept of saturation was first addressed in the third round of interviews, which covered a period in 

which some regions had achieved saturation and others were in the process of being assessed for 

saturation progress. Some respondents observed differences in the rates at which regions were 

accomplishing saturation and attributed this to both lessons learned from early phases of implementation 

as well as strategies some regions used to incentivize caseworkers for infusing HomeWorks into their 

practice, as illustrated in the following quote:  
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So, for exampleé I think we have the benefit of comparing like, Northern Region with Western 

Region, the first with the last. And, I would be surprised if Western Region doesn't reach 

saturation a lot quicker than Northern did. But, there's some very specific things, in [that] they 

benefited from the rest of the roll-out, and such. But theyôre also doing some very specific things, 

like they actually give out Oscar awards for supervisors, administrators. Where they actually ï if 

you learn the concepts, and you can articulate them, [and] demonstrate them, [making them] 

measurable and tangible. It's gotten a little bit competitive, which is nice, again. But, for me, that 

region (Northern), initiative and effort translate over into increased likelihood of saturation. 

 

Furthermore, one respondent suggested that the Division was getting better at training with each rollout 

and could see the progress reflected through higher saturation scores at earlier points in the process for 

newer regions. Other ways they observed evidence of saturation was in the use of HomeWorks language 

by the courts, or by looking at data provided by The University of Utahôs Social Research Institute (SRI). 

Many interviewees brought up the important point that saturation was only one marker of success, and 

that sustainability was the key to long-term success with HomeWorks. Respondents stressed that daily 

processes that integrated HomeWorks principles into practice were more important than saturation 

numbers: 

 

éwe do see saturation as an important milestone, but we donôt want them to think thatôs [the 

only thing] weôre striving for. This is just an indicator that practice is starting to look more 

consistent. Now, letôs bring it up so that itôs consistent across everybody. And so, weôre having 

those conversations with our region leadership. 

 

One interviewee also noted the stateôs changing role from implementation and training to oversight, 

which involved more technical assistance for specific issues and guiding caseworkers through particular 

processes now that they had a better handle on the general concepts. 

 

When interviewees from the final round of interviews were asked about which components of 

HomeWorks contributed most toward saturation, they responded that it was the initial training and 

rollout. Post-implementation supports like brown bag trainings and mentoring upon request helped 

caseworkers fine-tune the concepts and tools. Others noted that staff appreciated saturation celebrations in 

the regions, the swag and program materials they received, and resources like the HomeWorks website. 

All stakeholder groups endorsed the belief that the availability of leadership to provide impromptu 

coaching and conduct on-site visits was instrumental in helping regions reach saturation.  

 

Next, several key points related to funding HomeWorks came through poignantly from stakeholder 

interviews in the final round. First, interviewees consistently commented on how the leadership team 

incorporated HomeWorks into DCFS practice in a way that was not reliant strictly on waiver funding, as 

noted by one respondent: ñWeôve built [HomeWorks] into the way we do business, so itôs budgeted, and 

itôs supported.ò Also, respondents identified other funding streams that would begin or continue past the 

end of the waiver period. Several pointed to the Family First Prevention Services Act (referenced above), 

which was described as ñone hundred percent compatible with HomeWorks,ò in that it contained 

significant funding for prevention efforts that would strengthen community and in-home services. Other 

ongoing funding sources that were viewed as supporting HomeWorks included Promoting Safe and 
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Stable Families, Family Support Funds, Family Preservation Funds, and adoption savings that may be 

used for in-home services. Overall, state level leaders indicated that they would always be looking for 

funding for additional services to support the HomeWorks framework, and so far, funding limitations had 

not been a significant barrier to implementing HomeWorks according to plan.  

 

On the other hand, particularly during the second and third rounds of interviews, many respondents 

voiced concern about funding for appropriate resources to make HomeWorks successful. One respondent 

foresaw several negative impacts of the hiring freeze, including less bodies in the field, higher caseloads 

and stress levels, and not having enough resources for caseworkers to do their jobs well. Some 

respondents tied the lack of funding to their perceptions that money should have been freed up from foster 

care or that there should have been more seed money rather than expecting to see the money at the end. 

Respondents pointed to multiple areas where funding was needed, including training, staffing, and 

resources to support caseworkers, support which they felt was crucial for going forward successfully.  

 

Funding for and access to resources (especially in-home services) were described as an ongoing 

challenge, in significant contrast to the vision of abundant resources many had imagined. However, it was 

clear from observations that the WLT focused a great deal of energy on increasing awareness of available 

community resources through the development of the Community Provider Directory, which was created 

after assessing findings from a staff survey intended to gather regional knowledge of and gaps in 

resources. The team also created a Community Collaborative Toolkit, which was intended for regions to 

use as a means of growing and enhancing connections with community providers. These tools were 

continuing to be strengthened into Year Three. 

 

Turnover was another ongoing challenge in maintaining and sustaining HomeWorks throughout the 

waiver period. Although WLT members at a 2017 meeting expressed concerns about turnover impacting 

project success, it appeared that the Division continued to implement HomeWorks as intended despite 

high turnover rates. The leadership academy was one effort to address turnover, as it was widely noted 

that supervisory level development would help reduce turnover rates among caseworkers: 

 

Yeah, we always have caseworkers who are not being paid enough, and we have caseworkers that 

are overburdened by the number of cases they have. We also are experiencing a pretty high 

turnover in supervisors which we have not experienced before and my philosophy, along with a 

number of people, is the real work happens at the supervisor casework level, and if you donôt 

have supervisors that are really supporting these caseworkers, they are always going to have a 

problem. 

 

The WLT intended that, by addressing issues at the supervisory level, they could help prevent challenges 

that many caseworkers faced when they lacked strong supervision. 

 

One respondent from the final round of interviews pointed out that turnover was a natural part of child 

welfare, and it was necessary to figure out how to function with it, noting that ñyou canôt wait and do 

good practice once you donôt have any more turnover.ò Other explanations for high turnover rates pointed 

to the field of child welfare being relatively young and continuously underfunded. One respondent called 

for legislative action to better fund child welfare and make it possible for people to stay longer term.  
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Sustainability was the final topic examined in the study. With the impending end of the waiver in 2018 

(although they were able to apply for, and received, a one-year extension), the WLT began discussions of 

a 17-month plan for HomeWorks. These discussions included what success looks like, with some initial 

responses suggesting that UFACETs would be done with 100 percent of families, caseworkers would be 

consistently connecting protective factors to the UFACET, and caseworkers would thoroughly understand 

the protective factors and use them to interpret the needs and strengths of families. In terms of filling 

service gaps, DCFS took steps to integrate their provider directory into 211, offering access to more 

resources to integrate in service plans.  

 

During the final round of interviews, state level stakeholders were asked about what measures had been 

taken to ensure the sustainability of HomeWorks beyond the waiver implementation period. Many 

respondents pointed to ongoing educational initiatives, such as HomeWorkables, which are short video 

clips on Protective Factors that focused on one issue at a time (e.g., child development). Similarly, many 

respondents said that refresher trainings, need-based training, and technical support for specific issues, 

like UFACET, were all fundamental to sustaining HomeWorks. The quote below summarizes some of the 

key efforts undertaken to ensure sustainability of the framework: 

 

So, you know, HomeWorks really is just an enhancement of our practice model, and so-and it's 

actually been woven into all of our new employee training. It's just part of our vernacular, 

nowéthe Protective Factors are in the closure statements at the end of our CPS investigations 

now, it's-the language is in our court reports. We do send out these monthly, what we call, 

HomeWorkable videos to keep HomeWorks' concepts on the forefront; they're these one-to-three-

minute videos, just kind of remind people of what we're expecting. It's in our qualitative case 

review now, in some of our probe questions. To be looking for some of the HomeWorks stuff we 

have a HomeWorks Google site that's full of activities and handouts and videos and things to help 

bolster what we're hoping to see happening with our families. 

 

Additionally, respondents highlighted the many ways that HomeWorks was integrated into the structural 

framework of DCFS, such as holding HomeWorks trainings for all new employees, continuing utilization 

and certification of tools developed for HomeWorks (such as the UFACET), continuing new 

documentation expectations, and maintaining a focus on Protective Factors through trainings and in case 

review processes. 

 

Interviewees from the final round of interviews strongly indicated that HomeWorks was not a separate 

project or program that would come to an end with the end of the waiver period, and that the waiver 

component of HomeWorks had gradually become invisible over time, as evidenced by the following 

statement:  

 

It's not, like, a standalone program. And I think that was an evolution for us, because I think when 

we first started training, it did sort of feel like, "I do my job, and then I do HomeWorks." And 

now it's more like, "No, my job is HomeWorks."  
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Another respondent echoed this point: ñThere are a lot of things the waiver provided, opportunity-wise, 

but the way we went with practice was totally not dependent on the waiver.ò This perception of 

HomeWorks ï being financially sustainable and well-integrated into regular practice ï was  

echoed many times throughout the stakeholder interviews.  

 

Interviewees also described potential barriers to sustainability. Resource development was acknowledged 

as an under-developed area that leadership had barely begun to touch, though it was noted that there was a 

broad plan for needs and a foundation had been laid, which included expanding the service array partially 

through the Family First Act. Referencing these efforts, one respondent added, ñIf we can really have a 

rich array of those services and available at, you know, reasonable distances from most people, that will 

be a huge next step for HomeWorks.ò However, one stakeholder questioned the capacity of the Division 

to assess its own resources even once they have been further developed.  

 

In addition to resources, several respondents expressed concerns about turnover and saw it as a potentially 

significant barrier to the sustainability of HomeWorks. One stakeholder was apprehensive about being 

able to maintain saturation rates because of frequent turnover and wondered if this would lead to a loss of 

focus on continuing HomeWorks. Likewise, another respondent warned of the importance of not getting 

tunnel vision affecting other initiatives, knowing there would be many new ones, so that the Division 

would not lose any one piece of HomeWorks that makes it function.  

 

Other suggestions for ensuring sustainability that came from the final round of interviews included 

continuing to make leadership available for regular, on-site communication and training, continuing to 

have collaborative relationships with legal partners, improving the skill set of supervisors and Child 

Welfare Administrators, and honing processes for case review, peer review, and staffing observations, 

since some of these components were covered more formally by the waiver evaluation team. 

 

Waiver Impact 
Respondents identified a variety of ways that HomeWorks had impacted various aspects of DCFS 

systems and processes, including child safety and well-being, client characteristics, CPS and caseworker 

practice, family engagement, general organizational aspects, and services.  

 

During the first round of interviews, respondents spoke of evident changes in family engagement after 

HomeWorks was implemented. The program was described as increasing engagement and leading to 

more meaningful conversations with families. By the final round of interviews, there were several ways 

that respondents saw stronger family engagement as a result of HomeWorks implementation. Some 

examples included better information gathering through the UFACET in order to understand familiesô 

needs more holistically, greater understanding of familiesô strengths through use of the Protective Factors 

framework, less of the checking-the -box approach and more efforts to understand reasons behind neglect 

or abuse, and generally being more helpful and intentional with families across the board. Some 

respondents pointed out that families themselves were saying their interactions had been better with 

DCFS:  

 

Weôve had enormous response from parents saying that they have a much greater connection with 

their case worker at a CPS level than they ever have before. I actually think, even though it may 
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be hard to track, thatôs a direct result of this original philosophy of keeping kids home whenever 

possible.  

 

Generally, respondents attributed better family engagement to a higher level of transparency through 

HomeWorks as well as the robust tools and frameworks that caseworkers were provided with as a 

foundational part of the program.  

 

When respondents from the final round of interviews were asked to provide a rating on the ability of the 

Division to keep children safely in the home as a result of HomeWorks, interviewees rated the initiative 

very highly. One respondent said it was a nine out of ten, compared to a three out of ten prior to 

HomeWorks; another gave a ten out of ten rating, with caveats; and one said it was good, on an 

excellent/good/average/poor scale. Many respondents emphasized that there was nothing magical about 

the program itself, rather there were several components that combined to make it effective, and that it 

was necessary to utilize all the tools and resources available and do good casework to be successful. 

Others pointed out that the programôs effectiveness depended on whether adequate assessments were 

made and whether there were enough resources, noting that the Division still did not have a rich package 

of resources. One respondent offered that the main way HomeWorks helped keep children safe was that it 

used Protective Factors to help parents reduce risky behaviors, but that the safety plan was the ultimate 

tool that kept children safe. 

 

There were also a variety of responses in the final round of interviews to questions about whether there 

were noticeable changes in client characteristics as a result of the waiver. Some respondents suggested 

that there were generally more complex cases during the waiver implementation compared to the prior 

timeframe, but it was unclear whether the actual initiation of the waiver had affected types of cases the 

Division received or whether this was social phenomenon. Some specific characteristics reported by 

respondents were adolescents with higher mental health needs, increasing numbers of sibling groups in 

cases, and co-occurring substance abuse and mental illness. Regarding substance use, one respondent 

noted that the opioid crisis was affecting many DCFS families, and another observed that ñmeth is still 

kingò in one region. One stakeholder suggested that the Division was working with more families that 

historically would not have been considered for in-home services, such as substance abuse cases, and that 

many of those more complex cases would have been immediate removals prior to HomeWorks. 

Therefore, leadership and caseworkers were having to grapple with providing the right resources for 

families that historically would have been served through alternative service routes. 

 

Many respondents pointed to changes in practice as a result of the waiver. One respondent from the first 

round of interviews described feeling more confident in explaining to judges why children were not being 

placed in foster care, and a judge acknowledged being more aware of services and resources for parents, 

as well as looking more at favorable parental attributes, as opposed to solely focusing on negative 

characteristics. Many respondents noted an increase in collaboration and open communication with legal 

partners, the benefits of which extended to children and families. One response indicated that Attorneys 

General were starting to ask different questions as they prepared to represent DCFS in court, and to focus 

on in-home services before considering removal: ñWeôve got them asking questions in different ways.ò 

This increased collaboration was also evident in the many requests DCFS representatives received to 

present at conferences. 
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However, there was marked concern expressed in the first round of interviews about the increase in 

workload since the project began, as respondents felt that caseworkers were ñbeing asked to do more 

work and with no more resources, no more manpower, no more positions,ò with the feared result being 

that caseworkers ñare going to have to cut corners.ò There was concern that caseworkers would be placed 

into the position of taking short cuts with the UFACET; already some caseworkers were not completing 

the assessment with families in cases where there was limited time. One respondent noted that 

caseworkersô high caseloads made it impossible to do HomeWorks in the interactive way it was intended. 

Another respondent added that many caseworkers felt the program was not as effective as it should have 

been or not at all, articulating the belief that many of the cases ended up in removal anyway. Discussions 

at the WLT meetings also suggested that caseworkers were tired and stressed, especially CPS 

caseworkers. On this note, WLT members agreed that CPS caseworkers were struggling because they 

were more attuned to the legal aspects involved with cases and the HomeWorks framework essentially 

changed CPS philosophy, so they might have taken longer to adapt. With this in mind, the group 

discussed ways to present the HomeWorks philosophy to CPS differently before or during future training.  

 

Respondents from the second round of interviews saw many ways in which the waiver impacted practice, 

both within DCFS and with external partners. First, in terms of case worker practice, some interviewees 

saw direct connections between HomeWorks-specific tools, like the UFACET and SDM, and the ability 

of caseworkers to confidently make assessments: 

 

éyouôve got all these very thoughtful assessments and evidence bases that weôre utilizing that 

puts a little more assurance, that if I do walk away from this door step today, thereôs a darn good 

chance that everything is going to be okay. Or that, you know what? This is why the hair is 

sticking up on the back of my neck, look at these scores. 

 

This perspective was supported by case staffing observations from the same year, which showed that 

when the UFACET and SDM tools were discussed, they were seen as reliable tools to help guide 

decisions about how to proceed with cases. Respondents also viewed casework under the HomeWorks 

model as more team-oriented and collaborative, removing the burden of responsibility from just one 

person. One interviewee expressed pride in the way that HomeWorks had become regular practice when it 

was previously ña dream,ò and suggested that caseworkers appreciated the difference, as indicated by the 

following description of a case review in which a family was interviewed about their experiences with 

DCFS and their caseworker: 

 

And [the mother] talked about ñwhen my worker comes out, you know, heôs here for an hour, 

hour-and-a-half, he comes with specific plans to work with me and help me and I feel like he 

really is helping me. Heôs helping me, you know, become better and stronger.ò And then, as part 

of that QCR discussion, they asked the worker, ñWell, tell me about how you prepare to go meet 

with this Mom.ò And he talked about, ñI sit down with my supervisor and we talk about what 

protective factor am I focusing on with this family, and how am I going to do that with this 

discussion?ò 
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This anecdote demonstrates the explicit use of protective factors in caseworker practice and the way that 

some families feel genuinely supported through this framework. Many respondents spoke to this 

perceived change in organizational atmosphere, with one referring to it as a ñtipping point.ò In this new 

version of DCFS, the focus was on supporting families up front, and many caseworkers reportedly felt 

like they were doing real social work through HomeWorks. 

 

In the second round of interviews, state level respondents discussed changes to their own leadership style. 

One talked about the commitment to getting input from regions before implementing anything new (such 

as rolling out another training), commenting: ñ[We are] realizing we canôt just keep throwing additional 

things on the regions and expect them to just be able to implement.ò It was evident from this interview 

data as well as the observations from WLT meetings that regional communication and involvement was a 

substantial focal point for state level employees. Leadership meetings, like the WLT and the state 

Leadership Team Plus (SLT+) continued to incorporate regular discussions and updates on HomeWorks, 

working on efforts like effective coaching and addressing differences in how regions used the UFACET 

and incorporated Protective Factors in casework.  

 

Regarding the impact of the waiver on external stakeholders, respondents from the third round of 

interviews perceived there to be variability. Interviewees pointed out that some hesitancy still existed 

among certain judges because they were nervous about keeping children in the home, especially with 

substance abuse cases. Other judges were described as champions of HomeWorks, though, and 

respondents could see a difference in the way they used HomeWorks language and asked about specific 

processes and tools in court, like the UFACET. 

 

With regard to changes in CPS practice, based on feedback from the final round of interviews, 

respondents indicated that there had been many efforts to move away from being allegation-focused and 

towards viewing family functioning and well-being through the Protective Factors lens. Many 

stakeholders agreed that CPS had become less punitive, as highlighted by the following statement: 

 

éan example would be, you know, just as opposed to going out and saying, oh well, a father that 

leaves his four-year-old outside a daycare at five in the morning in freezing weather, if youôre just 

allegation-focused, youôre like clearly, thatôs neglect. Thatôs a problem of non-supervision, and 

thatôs wrong. But from a Protective Factor lens, saying well, kind of, whatôs going on with that, 

that made that okay?... Meaning, if the father is like, ñmy daycare fell through today. Iôm in a 

situation if Iôm late or absent one more time, I lose my job, and then Iôm homeless. I know this 

was the worst parenting decision ever, but I was that desperate.ò You know, then my intervention 

starts looking at concrete supports and daycare issues, and some of the social connections or 

support you can lean on.  

  

state level leaders have reportedly encouraged a more explicit focus on understanding the underlying 

causes of allegations rather than simply documenting abuses, and respondents observed a gradual shift in 

this more strengths-based approach among CPS caseworkers.  

 

A few themes emerged from discussions during the final round of interviews on the waiverôs impact to 

caseworker practice. One was that many caseworkers were able to translate HomeWorks concepts into 
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practice, such as using Protective Factors to develop activities for families, being able to articulate 

familiesô needs based on UFACET outcomes or developing tangible tools from shared examples of 

working with families. One interviewee provided an example of how some caseworkers took initiative 

with this process: 

 

é[caseworkers] took a concept, moved it into a tool that they created, that then allowed us to 

share it with the other regions, and stuff. And itôs the same thing with the HomeWorks Google 

site. What started out with us trying to provide resources and ideas, and things to staff has 

evolved over time to where it has just been staff contributions and sharing. 

 

It was also evident from WLT meeting observations that leaders made strategic efforts throughout the 

course of the waiver to help caseworkers operationalize the Protective Factors and incorporate 

HomeWorks language into family plans and court documents. However, it was also acknowledged that 

caseload size was still a barrier after waiver implementation, and one respondent pointed out that high 

caseloads added stress and decreased quality of work, ñYou can only put out so many fires at once.ò 

Additionally, one interviewee indicated that some caseworkers still thought of HomeWorks as something 

separate from their daily job, and there was still work to do to ensure that all staff incorporated the 

concepts more thoroughly into practice.  

 

An examination of data from the third round of interviews indicated that WLT members reported visible 

signs of stronger integration of HomeWorks across Department staff, although there was still some 

concern about ensuring newer staff learn the processes and tools in a timely manner. In discussions during 

the final round of interviews about ways the organizational systems and processes had changed since 

waiver implementation, several interconnected themes emerged. First, some respondents noticed that 

cases seemed to be closing faster overall and children were spending less time in care, especially after in-

home services had been provided. Perceptions regarding shorter lengths of time in care were supported by 

data discussed at the WLT meetings. Respondents also felt that caseworkers seemed more open to doing 

in-home services rather than going straight to removal, though some data provided at an early 2018 WLT 

meeting suggested there were more out-of-home cases than in-home cases.  

 

Some interviewees saw changes in resource development and use after HomeWorks. Some resource 

development reflected the need to enhance services, such as substance abuse, but other examples included 

the use of personnel to creatively address problems for families who did not respond to traditional 

approaches. One respondent gave the example of utilizing clinical staff more in cases with a potential 

removal in order to prevent that removal, offering the example of using a behavioral coach for a very low-

functioning mother, rather than limiting the use of behavioral coaches to people with a disability.  

 

More broadly, respondents from the final round of interviews spoke to the changes in the very concept of 

child welfare driven by components of HomeWorks. Specifically, it was widely noted that the Division 

made a shift in its orientation towards families, from being focused on compliance to being more 

nurturing and supportive of how to genuinely help families make behavior changes for the safety and 

well-being of their children. Some respondents credited the trauma movement with this change, 

suggesting that the widespread acknowledgement of trauma from removal sparked a change in child 

welfare that penetrated its very framework and operating systems. It was widely agreed that Division 
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procedures, tools, and goals had aligned with a vision of being less reactive and more intentional in 

determining better solutions for how to react. As one interviewee commented, ñI think HomeWorks is the 

only civilized way to approach child welfare.ò  

 

Finally, during the final round of interviews, feedback regarding changes in services since HomeWorks 

implementation focused largely on the readiness of the Division to continue offering essential services 

after the waiver funding ends. Most respondents agreed that there would not be any significant reduction 

to services after the waiver period was over, and many highlighted the funds available through the Family 

First Prevention Services Act could bridge the funding sources for resources that were developed through 

HomeWorks. However, one respondent expressed concern than particular services were at risk of being 

underfunded without the waiver, such the Peer Parent program, expansion of mental health services for 

families not eligible for Medicaid, some behavioral services, and services for disabled children. 

 

Stakeholders also pointed out there were still areas of services and resources that continued to be 

underdeveloped, described by the following statement: ñThat need [for resources] continues to exceed 

readily available resources for some of the more challenging things like substance use, like mental 

health.ò Other examples included services in rural areas, intensive outpatient services, and more resources 

for the ñback endò of foster care. One respondent suggested that collaboration between DCFS and the 

Division of Substance Abuse and Mental Health could help in enhancing some of these resources, and 

another pointed out that opioid-related services could also be increased through other funding streams.  
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Northern Region Results 
The Northern Region of Utah was the first region to implement Utahôs waiver. Initially, a pilot was rolled 

out October 1, 2013, with other offices within the Northern Region implementing by April 1, 2014. The 

Southwest Region was next to implement on November 1, 2014 and Utahôs other regions (e.g., Salt Lake 

Valley, Eastern, and Western) did not initiate implementation until 2015. For this reason, Northern is 

unique in that it has been operating under the IV-E Waiver for the longest amount of time.  

 

The first round of interviews in the Northern Region took place from January to March 2014. 

Stakeholders interviewed included leadership from the Office of the Attorney General, judges, GALs, 

state and regional DCFS leadership, caseworker supervisors, CPS caseworkers, in-home caseworkers, and 

peer parents. Respondents had been in the field for a range of a few months to 20 years. Identified roles 

specific to Utahôs IV-E Waiver or HomeWorks implementation varied considerably due to the variety of 

key stakeholders included in the analysis. Examples are detailed in the section below. 

 

Staff in the Office of the Attorney General saw themselves most often in the role of helping to make 

decisions during case staffings regarding whether to remove a child or offer in-home services. These 

stakeholders discussed how their role had changed because of HomeWorks implementation because the 

theory behind petition and removal decisions had shifted: ñthe philosophy has shifted a little bit. I noticed 

that in the staffings.ò 

 

Child welfare administrators, whether they worked at the regional or county level saw their role with 

HomeWorks falling into six primary domains: problem solving and conflict resolution; team players in 

system coordination with internal and external stakeholders; maintaining ongoing education on topics 

relevant to the waiver goals, including mentoring, supervising and providing technical assistance to staff; 

leadership and motivating staff; developing assessment tools such as UFACET; and quality and financial 

monitoring and quality improvement. A clear finding from the data was that child welfare administrators 

were key drivers in HomeWorks implementation. One CWA explained, ñItôs barrier busting; if there are 

some barriers that come up that might have to do with community partners or other DHS entities, then I 

try to step in.ò Many CWAs had tremendous input into HomeWorks implementation because of their role 

in organizing and participating in trainings such as regularly occurring brown bag meetings where 

HomeWorks principles are reviewed specific to each case staffing. Another effective training opportunity 

seems to have been one region visiting another region to learn from their success. One CWA explained, 

ñWe saw how they implemented HomeWorks. So that was really a good, good, good experience; we had 

a chance to ask questions and get their feedback.ò Those in monitoring and oversight capacities gave 

examples of determining client eligibility for services, monitoring state budget for HomeWorks, contract 

monitoring, accounting for funds expended and those projected. 

 

regional administration saw their role with HomeWorks largely falling into three domains: leadership of 

HomeWorks rollout and ongoing implementation efforts, staff supervision, and increasing capacity of the 

system to maintain more children safely in their homes. Additionally, staff at this level saw themselves as 

the point person or go between in liaising with the state leadership team and coaching their own staff on 

the ground. A program manager explained, ñI'm the point person, at least on our team, to get it 

implemented and coach our staff. I've got five in-home workers, so it's been my responsibility to coach 
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them and try to get them onboard and let them know everything is going to be okay. Hold their hand a 

little bit.ò  

 

Supervisors of caseworkers maintained a similar coaching role with program managers but saw 

themselves reviewing their caseworkersô decisions and actions at a closer level of detail on each case to 

determine whether HomeWork principles were being implemented. Caseworkers most often mentioned 

two primary roles in HomeWorks implementation: learning HomeWorks principles and implementing 

them to prevent children from coming into foster care, and in conjunction, learning how to use the 

UFACET assessment tool for making case decisions. Caseworkers interviewed all had in-home caseloads 

but often carried foster care cases as well. Those caseworkers who referred to themselves as CPS 

caseworkers most often stressed applying HomeWorks principles in-home at the time of investigation in 

an effort to collaborate with parents and provide the services to a family in a voluntary capacity. A CPS 

worker explained, ñWe make the first initial contact there and we try and work services with the families 

so they don't come into working long term with CPS. So we do a lot of the HomeWorks in the front, in 

the beginning.ò Specific to UFACET, caseworkers stressed their role in ensuring the assessments are 

conducted in a timely manner as a case transitions from CPS to the adjudication hearing to the ongoing 

caseworker.  

 

Peer parents saw their role in HomeWorks implementation falling into four main activities: spending time 

with parents in their home providing guidance and parenting advice; implementing the STEPS 

curriculum; and working with parents on their PIP (Parent Instructional Plan) that includes goal setting 

and attainment specific to their family and case. One peer parent explained, ñWe use the STEP curriculum 

depending on the age of the children. Thereôs different books you can use to really gear it towards their 

needs. We work with them directly to get the goals that they want.ò Peer parents discussed the role of 

trauma and healing from the trauma, as they saw their role as partially helping parents cope with past or 

present traumatic experiences such as domestic violence or substance abuse.  

 

The second round of interviews in the Northern Region occurred from February through July 2015. This 

round included 31 participants including six DCFS administrators, three supervisors, seven caseworkers, 

four judges, five GALs, three staff from the Office of the Attorney General, and three other DCFS staff. 

 

The third round of interviews took place from October 2016 to January 2017 and included 21 stakeholder 

interviews. Stakeholders interviewed included staff from the Office of the Attorney General, judges, 

GALs, state and regional DCFS leadership, caseworker supervisors, CPS caseworkers, and in-home 

caseworkers. Respondents had been in the field for a range of 15 months to 29 years, with the majority of 

interviewees having been in the field for five or more years. Identified roles specific to Utahôs IV-E 

Waiver or HomeWorks implementation varied considerably due to the variety of key stakeholders 

included in the analysis. Examples are detailed in the section below. 

  

For judges, GALs, and staff from the Office of the Attorney General interviewers did not ask what these 

types of stakeholders saw as their role in implementing HomeWorks. Sparingly, this question was asked 

of regional leadership and caseworkers. DCFS regional leadership saw their role with HomeWorks falling 

into five areas: integrity and consistency of implementation, demonstrating positive and informative 
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communication within teams, identifying and overcoming barriers, maintaining a high level of knowledge 

regarding HomeWorks, and ultimately, helping families have better outcomes.  

  

Caseworkers most often mentioned two primary roles in HomeWorks implementation: applying 

HomeWorks principles to prevent children from coming into foster care, and in conjunction, using the 

UFACET assessment tool for making case decisions. Caseworkers interviewed all had in-home caseloads 

but often carried foster care cases as well. Those caseworkers who referred to themselves as CPS 

caseworkers most often stressed applying HomeWorks principles in-home at the time of investigation in 

an effort to partner with parents and provide the services to a family in a voluntary capacity.  

 

The fourth round of interviews took place from March to April 2018 and included 15 stakeholder 

interviews. Stakeholders interviewed included staff from the Office of the Attorney General, judges, 

GALs, regional DCFS leadership, caseworker supervisors, CPS caseworkers, and in-home caseworkers. 

Respondents had been in the field for a range of one year to 30 years, with the majority of interviewees 

having been in the field for five or more years. Identified roles specific to Utahôs IV-E Waiver or 

HomeWorks implementation varied considerably due to the variety of key stakeholders included in the 

analysis. Examples are detailed in the section below. 

  

As with the third round of interviews, interviewers did not ask judges and staff from the Office of the 

Attorney General what they saw as their role in implementing HomeWorks. Intermittently, this question 

was asked of regional leadership, supervisors, CPS caseworkers and caseworkers. Caseworkers and their 

supervisors most often mentioned two primary roles in HomeWorks implementation: applying 

HomeWorks principles to strengthen protective capacities and prevent children from coming into foster 

care, and in conjunction, using the UFACET assessment tool for making case decisions. Caseworkers 

interviewed all had in-home caseloads but often carried foster care cases as well. CPS caseworkers had 

two different points of view regarding HomeWorks. One viewpoint was that HomeWorks did not apply to 

CPS: ñCPS doesnôt use a whole lot of HomeWorks.ò The other perspective was that applying 

HomeWorks principles, especially the protective factors in-home at the time of investigation, reflects an 

effort to engage with parents.  

 

Leadership 
Leadership commitment to and involvement in the implementation of HomeWorks was a theme that 

emerged strongly during the first round of interviews. Numerous interviewees acknowledged strong 

commitment from leaders at the state and regional offices as a factor that facilitated implementation. 

Similarly, several respondents reported that leadership support of the waiver was an important facilitator 

of successful implementation. It was also noted that among the leadership there was a long history of 

wanting to move towards in-home services, and that the waiver provided the opportunity to do the 

implementation. One interviewee described the ñexcitement and enthusiasmò that was communicated by 

state and regional leaders. Leadership involvement was operationalized in several ways: cross-education 

of state leadership team members about all facets of the implementation so that everyone understood and 

could communicate about all aspects of HomeWorks; frequent and regular on-site presence of state 

leaders in the region, ñlike never before;ò state leaders doing on-site problem-solving and coaching in the 

pilot offices with supervisors and caseworkers; the role of the regional administrator as a bridge between 
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the field and state leadership staff; and the ongoing communication, problem-solving, and team work 

between state and regional leaders about HomeWorks.  

 

Some challenges and concerns were also identified regarding the role of leadership. One concern 

expressed by a few respondents was the need for more public commitment from upper level leadership at 

DHS, including the new Executive Director. Top leaders were often placed in the role of being the public 

face for HomeWorks with key constituencies including the Legislature. Furthermore, while most 

respondents felt that there was a strong sense of commitment coming from the administration and upper 

level leadership of DCFS, there was not as strong a sense of support at all levels of the organization. It 

was reported, for example, that some supervisors openly expressed very negative attitudes towards 

HomeWorks, which hindered implementation at the practice level and may have influenced the attitudes 

of front-line staff.  

 

One challenge expressed at the direct service level was a lack of certainty about whether state level 

leaders understood the reality of implementation at the office, team, and caseworker levels. Some 

examples offered were setting realistic caseload sizes, acquiring resources for the services and supports 

required for in-home cases, and putting into place a coaching and mentoring plan. A final concern 

expressed by some participants was whether leadership commitment would continue when some tragic 

results occurred with an in-home case instead of blaming the caseworker. This topic was openly discussed 

at some WLT meetings, where the need for strong organizational standards and boundaries was identified. 

 

Findings were mixed during the first round of interviews regarding whether there was shared 

accountability for the success of HomeWorks. On the one hand, leaders and many key stakeholders at 

both the state and regional level agreed strongly that there was a strong sense of shared accountability 

within DCFS at both the state and regional levels for successful implementation of HomeWorks. These 

interviewees described an environment that was characterized by teamwork, a clear division of tasks and 

responsibilities, and a willingness to help with one another in order to get tasks accomplished. Other 

interviewees identified some challenges around accountability. A concern expressed by several 

interviewees was a belief that there were no identified outcome measures or indicators for HomeWorks at 

either the system level or the child and family level. Another concern reported by several respondents was 

that other key partners in the child welfare system, including judges and GALs, did not share in the 

accountability. Finally, concerns were raised that the shared accountability would not be sustained: ñWe 

have this blind spot of how we move beyond implementation to sustainable success. We canôt mentally 

abandon this and put it on auto-pilot.ò 

 

Shared accountability at the individual child and family level was also raised as a concern by some 

interviewees. It was noted that caseworkers alone should not bear this responsibility; it should be shared 

with child welfare supervisors and administrators, judges, and other representatives of the judicial system; 

and that everyone should be asking: ñWas there something else that we knew or should have known that 

we didnôt know in making this decision?ò  

 

The use of a strategic planning process in the implementation of HomeWorks was another area explored 

with interviewees. Some respondents felt that this was a strength; they described the use of workgroups 

with clear tasks, leadership involvement on all workgroups, and timeframes that were being met; this 
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perception was affirmed in reviewing agendas and summaries of some workgroup meetings. One 

respondent summarized the concerns about strategic planning as ñbarriers of resources, barriers of beliefs, 

and barriers of time and effort.ò Examples offered regarding the challenges were pressures to roll out the 

first pilot before actually being ready, the time needed to change personal beliefs about what is best for 

families, and insufficient person-power to get tasks accomplished. When asked whether any key groups 

were excluded from planning, groups that were mentioned included Intake, CPS, and external groups 

such as judges and GALs.  

 

During the second round of interviews, there was wide agreement that leadership had been both very 

committed to the HomeWorks framework and very involved in its implementation. Many positive 

statements were made about individual administrators being ñon boardò or being a ñcheerleaderò for the 

program, as well as being helpful in coordinating resources and services. There was a theme of leadership 

proactively working through challenges and continuously making adjustments based on feedback from 

staff.  

 

Some concern was expressed about the division between administration and the frontline caseworkers, in 

that some respondents felt there was a disconnect between those who ñhave to do the workò and those 

who oversee it, that key leaders were ñmissing that little piece.ò One respondent said, ñThe state office, 

itôs really hard to feel like they truly understand whatôs going on, on the frontline.ò Another noted that 

while leaders were effective in guiding the overall implementation of HomeWorks at the state level, the 

local implementation did not seem specialized enough and specific needs were not addressed as well.  

 

Additionally, many interviewees said there was shared accountability between key leaders and the rest of 

the staff, exhibited by region administrators being ñprotectiveò of HomeWorks. However, some 

respondents expressed the burden they felt to make the program work under an increased workload and 

thought they may be blamed if the program failed. Respondents noted that administrators celebrated the 

successes of the program and gave credit to caseworkers for ñgoodò work, but many felt that the 

expectation to make the program work fell much more heavily on the shoulders of caseworkers.  

 

Heading into the third year of waiver implementation, there was continued momentum in encouraging the 

HomeWorks framework through language, problem solving, and coaching. Some respondents said that 

HomeWorks was ñall we talk aboutò at meetings, and that staff were continually using language related to 

the project in the community. Interviewees saw leadership as very supportive in both the coaching and 

mentoring aspects as well as working through challenges and helping those still struggling to ñcross the 

bridge.ò As stated by one respondent, ñThey are supporting everywhere you go, from the top to the 

bottom. The state office is very supportive and it trickles down to us and to the community.ò  

 

During the third round of interviews, participants were generally highly positive about the involvement of 

both state and regional leadership in the implementation of HomeWorks. Words that respondents used to 

describe the state level implementation team included ñamazing, flexible, adaptive, very available, super 

wise about keeping it in the forefront.ò One summary comment was, ñI think it has been the best 

implementation of anything that the Divisionôs ever done.ò Perceptions were also highly positive about 

the regional leadership team and its role in implementation.  
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Participants also described a trickledown effect that occurred: ñit went from upper echelon down to the 

CWAs, to the supervisors, down to the regular caseworkers and the excitement came steamrolling down.ò 

Regional leaders described their level of involvement with HomeWorks as a major role. Finally, one 

respondent discussed the role of ñinformal leadershipò in addition to administrative capacity that helped 

make HomeWorks ñthe way we do business, and making it an expectation that it happens.ò This informal 

leadership occurred through caseworkers who became HomeWorks experts and champions. 

 

An external stakeholder, on the other hand, expressed a different view about leadership involvement in 

HomeWorks. This perception was an uncertainty about how much the leadership involvement had 

impacted the enthusiasm or behaviors of supervisors and caseworkers. This view also was expressed by 

some internal stakeholders who wished that both state and regional leadership had been more involved 

with implementation, in terms of connecting with outside entities including the legal offices and 

community partners. 

 

For this set of respondents, beliefs about shared accountability were highly correlated to roles. There was 

consensus among caseworkers and child protective investigators that accountability was not shared, and 

that if HomeWorks failed, blame would fall on them. ñI can guarantee itôs not going to come from the top 

that it fails. Itôll be the caseworkers didnôt do their job,ò one respondent stated. Even when these 

respondents acknowledged that persons in higher up roles may take some responsibility, the perception 

was that the caseworker would be the person held most responsible. ñSo I think it would be equally 

throughout, but, I think, it would start from the bottom and go up.ò  

 

The perception of supervisors was that supervisors were viewed as responsible for the success or failure 

of HomeWorks. One supervisor commented that there were times when there were competing priorities 

and holding caseworkers accountable for HomeWorks got put aside in order to address child safety 

concerns, particularly at times of crisis. Another observation was that there had been very little recent 

information or communication from leadership about HomeWorks. As one respondent expressed, ñItôs 

been quite some time since Iôve heard or received anything that HomeWorks is actually working.ò 

 

Regional leaders, on the other hand, shared two beliefs: there was shared accountability and, leaders were 

primarily accountable for HomeWorks success or failure. One leader referred the previous evaluation, 

finding that line staff believed that they would be blamed: ñCaseworkers have the feeling that, if it flops, 

theyôre responsible for it, and if it sails, we are responsible for it.ò This respondent expressed a sadness 

about this belief and uncertainty about how to change this perception. In contrast to the perceptions of 

frontline staff, then, leaders clearly expressed the belief that they were accountable for outcomes 

associated with HomeWorks. 

 

There was limited discussion in the fourth round of interviews about the role of either state level or 

regional leaders in the implementation of HomeWorks. One point of view from a regional administrator 

was that participation by regional leaders had been strong since the beginning of implementation and 

remained strong, ñWe meet every quarter with the state office staff that rolled out HomeWorks. We talk 

about any barriers, any issues, things that we need to address. Things like that. So it is still on our radar.ò 

A conflicting perspective was that that there had been ña falling away from itò over the past few months 

and there was a need to get back on track. When asked why this had occurred, the response was that 
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leaders needed to focus on many issues and, ñonce we focus so much on HomeWorks we are kind of 

neglecting other areas.ò One area of agreement was the need for continued leadership support at both 

division and regional levels for sustainability.  

 

Vision and Values 
During the first round of interviews, respondents discussed the rationale for the waiver as trying to 

prevent children from coming into care when they can safely be kept at home. The belief expressed was 

that far more effort and resources were spent when children were removed from their families, and that 

removal causes trauma for children and for parents. Several participants commented that there had been a 

trend over several years in Utah with increasing numbers of children in foster care and far fewer children 

receiving in-home services, partly because existing family preservation programs were cut due to budget 

reductions.  

 

There was strong consensus across stakeholders at all levels that the goal of HomeWorks was to keep 

children safely at home. Almost all of the respondents stated this goal. One respondent characterized the 

goal as a change in focus: ñhome and family, rather than removal and foster care.ò Some respondents 

included other goals that were related to this primary goal, such as improving caseworker skills, 

particularly with in-home services, increasing resources for in-home cases, adopting a standardized 

protocol for conducting assessments, and having multiple individuals, or multiple agencies, involved in 

making decisions about families. One respondent felt that more clarity was needed about the goals of 

HomeWorks, especially regarding how success would be measured. 

 

Findings were varied regarding whether there was a shared vision for HomeWorks both within DCFS and 

with system partners. As one participant noted, ñWeôre working on it, itôs part of the roll-out.ò Within the 

department, several interviewees stated that there was a strong shared vision among the leadership at both 

the state and Northern Region levels. The vision aligned with the goals of HomeWorks: to keep children 

safely at home and strengthen parent capacity, and to return children home sooner when they were 

removed.  

 

Below the leadership level within DCFS, respondents expressed that there was less clarity and less 

agreement about the vision. One reason was that there was consensus on the goals but questions remained 

about implementation and the impact on practice. A related concern was that leaders did not understand 

ñwhat it takesò to make the necessary changes at the practice level to deliver in-home services 

competently. The second area of concern expressed was lack of agreement about the vision, especially 

among some supervisors and caseworkers including protective investigators: ñVery clear divide within 

the office.ò Some reasons noted were outliers with a ñwait and seeò attitude, concerns about lack of 

interest and/or skills in doing in-home services, and a lack of support on individual cases from the legal 

system.  

 

Most respondents in the second round of interviews agreed there was not yet a shared vision regarding 

HomeWorks outside of the agency, especially among the legal partners: judges, guardians ad litem, and 

attorneys. Some respondents noted that these groups included advocates with different goals for children 

and for families and that acquiring a shared vision with them was very challenging. One related concern 
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expressed was that some leaders believed that the training and education of these groups ñis done,ò and 

did not understand that ongoing education and teaching would be necessary. 

 

When asked about their personal vision for HomeWorks, there was consensus about supporting and 

teaching parents the skills they need so that children could remain safely at home. Several interviewees 

noted the need to increase the resources for services and supports for in-home families, including the 

realization that some families were not Medicaid eligible, and that other funding would be needed to pay 

for mental health and substance abuse services. Some frustration was expressed due to the expectation 

that the waiver would ñfree upò resources for this purpose, yet that had not occurred.  

 

Personal visions also included the cultural shift that was needed so that judges, law enforcement and other 

legal partners understand and embrace the shift from child safety to child well-being. A related wish was 

that caseworkers would be competent in doing in-home services, and that legal partners would develop 

confidence in DCFSô ability to effectively serve children at home. Another piece of the personal vision 

expressed was that the system would move to a greater prevention focus: ñI want families calling usé for 

help.ò Finally, a few respondents discussed their hope that the agency would be able to take the planning 

process that is being used for HomeWorks and replicate it with other projects including goal setting, 

resource development, cultural infusion, task follow-up, and attention to casework practice, including 

mentoring and caseload size.  

 

Respondents during the second round of interviews had broad consensus in the way they understood the 

vision and goals of HomeWorks, except for a few consistent areas of hesitancy. There was strong 

agreement that HomeWorks should bring the focus back to strengthening and empowering families and 

providing more intensive services in order to maintain safety. Some common outcomes that respondents 

hoped the program would bring were more time and a stronger relationship with families, a break in the 

generational cycle of dependence on the system, and more community awareness of and participation in 

the HomeWorks model.  

 

Even when respondents agreed personally with the vision of HomeWorks, they also expressed concern 

about how to successfully implement the program without further traumatizing children, especially in 

cases where parents were not seen as having childrenôs best interests at heart. A significant part of this 

concern was not having resources in place for caseworkers or families to access easily and quickly, 

especially for higher risk cases.  

 

Another area of continued discrepancy in terms of having shared vision for HomeWorks was a perceived 

division between staff who were ñon boardò and those who were resistant. This separation most often 

occurred between veteran staff, who were ña harder sellò or had been through many changes and were 

skeptical about the waiver being any different, and newer staff, who were trained in HomeWorks from the 

beginning and did not know any other way. There was also continued discussion of particular sectors of 

the agency, like CPS, not necessarily having the same vision as the rest of the agency, which many felt 

was due to inadequate training. 

 

Furthermore, several respondents pointed to external agencies that did not seem to fully share in the 

HomeWorks vision and erred on the side of caution when considering keeping children in-home. These 
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partners included judges, GALs, and probation caseworkers. One respondent noted that with cases heavily 

tied to the judicial system ï such as sexual abuse, domestic violence, and extreme drug use - HomeWorks 

may not have a big impact because these are typically higher-risk cases and legal partners will still seek 

removals. However, even with the noticeable distinction between caseworkers and partners who have 

ñembracedò HomeWorks and those who have not, respondents seemed to see movement towards a shared 

vision overall, as the community began trusting that children would be removed appropriately in more 

serious cases.  

 

Data from the third year of implementation reflected this momentum and a need to have a ñconstant focus 

on HomeWorksò and to ñkeep it up front,ò as some caseworkers seemed to think it would be a passing 

phase, while others, even veteran employees, felt that they were moving in the right direction. One 

respondent noted the importance of constant communication between all regions and parties in order for 

the implementation to be successful. There was discussion about caseworkers being excited about 

HomeWorks because they felt it matched their background in social work and their desire to truly help 

families. Even though reports continued about differences in opinion between DCFS and legal partners, 

there were continuous efforts to talk through and mediate those issues. Respondents all remained firm in 

their vision that the ñoverall goal is, of course, a safe and happy, healthy home for our kids, and 

permanency.ò  

 

In the third round of interviews, there was consensus across participants that HomeWorks aligned closely 

with their personal vision and values, including a research-based belief that children do better if they can 

remain safely at home; lower caseloads would offer case managers more time to work intensively with 

families; making more services available to families would help families become healthier, with fewer 

families returning to care; and that HomeWorks offered the opportunity to do what social work teaches. 

The strongest agreement was on the value of keeping children with their families; twelve respondents 

expressed this belief. One external stakeholder noted, ñIf every case was a family preservation case, I 

really believe we would never have another termination.ò Two challenges were noted related to carrying 

out the HomeWorks vision: a lack of resources, especially related to drug treatment, and conflicting court 

expectations.  

 

When queried about the rationale for HomeWorks, respondents stated that its primary purpose was to 

keep children with their families and reduce out-of-home placements. As one supervisor noted, ñParents 

make mistakes just like all of us make mistakes. And if theyôre able to cooperate with the division and 

work on their environment so their environment is safer for their kids or be cooperative with a safety plan 

to make sure that their kids are safe, I donôt know why we would take them into foster care.ò The second 

highest rationale offered that HomeWorks aligned with social work values and practice. A regional leader 

summarized the rationale for HomeWorks as follows: ñI think the overarching thing is that we want to 

serve families better.ò 

 

There was also strong agreement among both internal and external stakeholders regarding the following 

goals of HomeWorks: keeping families together safely, strengthening families so that they become a 

stronger unit, educating and skill-building with parents so that they are more successful, increasing the 

number of services and resources offered in the home, and helping families ñheal as quickly as possible 
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with the least amount of trauma to them.ò One external stakeholder agreed with the goals noted above but 

added a word of caution regarding caseworkersô high caseloads as a challenge to implementation. 

 

There was consensus among most participants that a shared vision of HomeWorks was widespread at 

Division, state and regional levels. There was also concern expressed that HomeWorks had been in place 

in the Northern Region for three years and was in danger of becoming stagnant. It was further noted that 

some experienced caseworkers, who had seen programs come and go, still believed that this could be one 

of those ñcome and goò programs. A clear strategy was described for focusing on teams without a shared 

vision through monthly meetings with supervisors, reviewing the model with supervisors and 

caseworkers, and strengthening coaching activities. Another participant described a recent regional 

supervisory meeting where caseworkers demonstrated five to seven HomeWorks activities used with 

families, so that supervisors and CWAs could understand better how caseworkers were interacting with 

families. One challenge identified was that HomeWorks was not being used with families whose children 

were in foster care. The suggestion was made that the UFACET be completed with these families. 

 

Respondents also agreed there was less shared vision about HomeWorks with outside partners in the 

Northern Region, although progress was identified. One participant commented that community partners 

agreed with the values of HomeWorks but some viewed it as, ñItôs just a DCFS thing.ò On a positive 

note, one participant commented that at a recent conference, a provider did a presentation that ñwas all 

about HomeWorks,ò and noted the value of having a provider discuss HomeWorks with other providers 

and community members. A supervisor made the following summary statement about shared vision: ñI 

think overall people want to be able to keep the kids in the home. I think thatôs a huge overall vision that 

not only us but the overall child welfare system has and I think thatôs been a good shift.ò 

 

When discussing judges, it was noted that judges had been trained on HomeWorks and some judges were 

making efforts to rely on caseworkersô judgment regarding keeping some children in the home. Another 

participant observed that some judges embraced HomeWorks because it was offering families more 

services and giving parents more direction. However, another respondent noted that there were fewer 

cases going to courts than in the past, and this made some judges and GALs nervous.  

 

There was limited discussion in the fourth round of interviews about the role of either state level or 

regional participants in the implementation of HomeWorks. One point of view from a regional 

administrator was that regional leadersô participation had been strong since the beginning of 

implementation and remained strong: ñWe meet every quarter with the state office staff that rolled out 

HomeWorks. We talk about any barriers, any issues, things that we need to address. Things like that. So it 

is still on our radar.ò A conflicting perspective was that that there had been ña falling away from itò over 

the past few months and there was a need to get back on track. One area of agreement was the need for 

continued leadership support: ñI think support from the agency and support from administration and just 

continuing to offer us new resources, new ways to connect with the familyé just making sure that we 

continue to use it.ò  

 

Environment 
There was general agreement during the first round of interviews that the leadership of DCFS both at the 

state level and in the Northern Region was committed to the successful implementation of HomeWorks. 
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Interviewees recognized that this commitment had played out concretely with the very frequent presence 

of state leaders in the region, and by their active engagement with supervisors and caseworkers regarding 

the practice changes. In a similar manner, it was reported that regional leaders were in active dialogue 

with staff about implementation, including participation in staffings about difficult cases.  

 

Several challenges were reported, however, related to the DCFS organizational climate. One dilemma 

mentioned by some interviewees was sustaining over time, without the initial excitement and close 

attention to implementation drivers. At the pilot sites, there was variability among caseworkers in their 

acceptance of the shift in emphasis towards in-home services. As one leader explained, leaders needed to 

acknowledge the additional burdens on caseworkers, minimize other new initiatives that would impact 

caseworkers, and create additional support capacity for them, including a coaching and mentoring plan.  

 

A critical component to implementation of any initiative is effective communication, both within and 

outside of the organization. Although DCFS appeared to recognize the importance of having caseworkers, 

supervisors and regional managers communicate issues and concerns to leadership, respondents indicated 

that the waiverôs rollout was primarily top down. However, a communication workgroup had met and 

articulated important goals and outcomes relative to this concern. For example, one workgroup goal was 

to work with all staff, starting with intake, so that they could adequately communicate talking points 

about HomeWorks with stakeholders with whom they interacted.  

 

Support for HomeWorks by the external players in the child welfare system was a perceived barrier. 

Many respondents agreed that the legal partners, especially judges and GALs, were not fully on board 

regarding the value of in-home services; some mentioned there was a ñshow meò attitude and that 

partners needed confidence that families could be helped, and children would be safe with in-home 

services. Others mentioned a concern that HomeWorks was not a solution, but rather a way of prolonging 

an inevitable removal. A suggestion drawn from the data was that DCFS continue to prioritize and 

communicate the prioritization of child safety over any policy change.  

 

In contrast, there were some judges who saw immediate merit in increasing home-based services and 

were supportive if  they could see it working for specific families. One respondent explained:  

 

What I like is, if we can deal with the problems at home safely, it's like, I want you to deal 

upfront and in the environment we live in and these are the people and, you know, they're only 

going to be so good, but just help them get as best as they can, and let's move on. So, that's why I 

like HomeWorks. And I like spending the money upfront on the front end of when families need 

it rather than trying to pick up the pieces on the back end of this thing, where you got kids and 

families who are in real crisis and it's just a mess. 

 

Findings were mixed regarding support for HomeWorks from providers. One comment was that DCFS 

needed to clearly communicate with providers what it wants, and that relevant performance indicators be 

written into their contracts. Additionally, residential and foster care providers needed a specific 

communication and outreach strategy; a decrease in out-of-home placements would threaten their 

financial bottom line and viability as an organization unless they received technical assistance and 
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communication regarding adapting their service array to fill a growing need for in-home services and 

diversion or early intervention. 

 

Another environmental aspect explored through the interviews was political and community support for 

system change. Some interviewees commented that Utah was a conservative state and that some prevalent 

beliefs would be useful, such as: government should stay out of the lives of families, family is valued, and 

children should be cared for by their parents. On the other hand, one respondent noted that there were two 

environmental variables that were highly challenging in any child welfare system: poverty and substance 

abuse. Another comment was that the federal government, the legislature, and the Auditorôs Office 

needed education regarding the time it takes to implement system change. Regarding community support, 

interviewees felt that community support was developing, and this support was needed from organizations 

such as churches to engage them in providing informal supports for families.  

 

At the point of the first round of interviews, stakeholders primarily shared that the area of system 

collaboration and external communication was in its preliminary stages. Initial meetings had been 

conducted with some stakeholders such as mental health providers, GALs, and judges, but collaboration 

had not yet taken place. The DCFS Communication workgroup had articulated several key goals that 

included fostering an understanding among external stakeholders of the population to be served, the 

vision and philosophy behind HomeWorks, and the process involved in a HomeWorks case. Another 

important goal was to encourage joint responsibility community-wide for ensuring success of the 

HomeWorks model and its implementation over time. Teaming with partners around service provision on 

specific cases to avoid duplication of services was another critical component identified by respondents.  

 

DCFS reportedly had several long-term goals regarding external communication and collaboration with 

stakeholders who impact children and families. The agencyôs hope was that Legislators would develop an 

increased understanding of what data to ask for and feel comfortable working with the Department when 

sponsoring bills related to the provision of in-home services. Another common theme was the desire for 

the Legislature to commit additional funding to the child welfare system in order to ensure successful 

implementation and continuation of the HomeWorks model. DCFS was considering different approaches 

for communicating with stakeholder groups, including web-based information and other online 

communications such as blogs, press releases, multi-media products and brochures and pamphlets. 

 

One goal of the HomeWorks project reported by interviewees was to strengthen coordination with 

community partners and identify and improve the resource base available to support parents and children. 

The DCFS workgroup dedicated to service array and development of community resources conducted an 

in-depth inventory of community services that address prevalent child welfare needs or that positively 

impact domains of child and family well-being. Related goals included: determining to what extent 

evidence-based or evidence-informed services were available in communities, particularly services 

focused on trauma, neglect, mental health, or substance abuse; making trauma-focused training available 

to providers; and identifying gaps in services and prioritizing needs for developing additional resources 

within the community.  

 

There was unanimous agreement during the first round of interviews that the availability of an array of 

appropriate in-home services and supports was a major obstacle for successful implementation of 
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HomeWorks; ñsparse at bestò was how existing availability was described by many. The belief expressed 

was that when at-risk families were served at home, available, accessible and evidence-based services 

must be in place to ensure child safety and child well-being. Hope was expressed that regional authority 

would be established to create contracts to expand local resources such as peer parenting and in-home 

counseling. A related issue was that strategies should be developed to fund mental health services for 

families who are not Medicaid eligible.  

 

Some important themes emerged during the second round of interviews related to the general environment 

of HomeWorks and its implementation. Overarching themes included: significant problems with service 

availability and accessibility; frontline caseworkers feeling overburdened with cases; and confusion in 

roles among community partners. However, these issues were combined with many positive outlooks on 

different aspects of the HomeWorks project, such as a general sense of support from supervisors, 

enthusiasm for the potential of the project, and a growing solidarity around working together. 

 

The lack of adequate services was one of the most consistently noted problems. Many respondents felt 

they were not able to do their job well because they were restricted by the limited types and availability of 

services. This problem was often exacerbated by the notion that the success of HomeWorks was 

contingent upon having more services, yet many felt there were either less services or services were more 

difficult to access; they saw this restriction as ñbackwards to the HomeWorks model.ò One respondent, 

for example, stated that ñthe lack of resources is glaringly obvious,ò and it felt like the agency was setting 

families up for failure because the expectations for them to participate in services that were so restricted 

were unrealistic. Many respondents also noted the difficulty of accessing specific services, such as mental 

health service, domestic violence education and supports, and substance abuse treatment. Others 

mentioned the need for more Spanish-speaking services, childcare, and medical care for dental and vision 

treatment.  

 

In terms of support to carry out work aligned with the HomeWorks ideology, many caseworkers 

vocalized challenges with workload and additional activities required by the model. Some respondents 

described feelings of ñburnout,ò being ñslammed,ò or ñbombardedò with new in-home cases. However, 

the sentiment of having too much work was almost equally matched with statements about loving 

HomeWorks because it was ñwhat social work is all aboutò or ñitôs positive for the families,ò or feeling 

that home visits were more meaningful now. The contradictions in these two sentiments point to the 

tension between the strong desire many respondents felt to make the program work and the frustration 

they felt with the lack of proper structural support.  

 

In terms of communication with external partners, although some respondents pointed to positive 

momentum, there was continued disagreement between several partners and DCFS. From some 

perspectives, external partners attending an agency-sponsored open house seemed excited about 

HomeWorks; many attendee-respondents discussed the need to communicate more about HomeWorks 

and promote collaboration. Overall, data from these interviews highlighted a continuous effort to ñget 

everyone on boardò and educate community partners about this ñdifferent way of doing things.ò There 

seemed to be more momentum with judges in terms of education and support, although a lack of clarity 

still existed regarding which cases were deemed HomeWorks and how they could differentiate their 

services and treatment. Furthermore, some judges and GALs were still perceived as not having ñfaithò or 
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ñtrustò in caseworkersô ability to make appropriate decisions about safety, while caseworkers described 

the legal team as an ñimpedimentò or ñbarrier,ò or as ñgetting in the way.  

 

It was further reported that some community partners had ñrisen to the occasionò of working specifically 

within an in-home framework; the agency had partnered with specific organizations to overcome barriers, 

and some advocates had developed ñtight relationshipsò with families and were more helpful to 

caseworkers. In one location, a GAL worked in-office with caseworkers, which made a ñhuge differenceò 

in smoothing out communications with the legal side.  

 

Within DCFS, support for HomeWorks among frontline caseworkers was described as variable. Most 

respondents agreed there was widespread support for the concept of keeping children in the home. With 

regard specifically to HomeWorks, however, it was reported that some staff had bought in to the 

intervention, while others still had not. More experienced caseworkers who had been with the agency for 

many years were identified as being particularly resistant to practice change.  

 

Administrators emphasized that change is difficult, and some employees become stuck in their ways. 

They also recognized that caseworkers who had been with DCFS for a long time have seen numerous 

initiatives come and go over the years, and this sense of temporariness was another factor fueling 

resistance. In response to this challenge, administrators expressed the need to continue to voice their 

support and make it clear that HomeWorks was here to stay. In contrast, newer caseworkers were 

characterized as being relatively quick to buy-in to HomeWorks, particularly since many of them had 

never worked with any other practice model. 

 

Variation among respondents was also seen in their perceptions of the degree of staff support and buy-in. 

Some expressed the belief that there had been improvement over the past couple years and there was 

increased buy-in among staff. On the other hand, some respondents voiced the perception that support 

was waning. A supervisor, for example, articulated that ñWe go in waves, and right now weôre in a low, 

and weôre trying to motivate our caseworkers to start being HomeWorks minded again.ò This perception 

stood in contrast to the messages they received about the Northern Region reaching ñsaturation,ò as a 

number of respondents expressed a strong sense that there was still a lot needing to be done to improve 

implementation. 

 

Respondents identified several specific challenges they perceived to be barriers to obtaining greater 

support and buy-in among staff. One issue was the basic nature of the child welfare field, which was 

characterized as a crisis environment in which it can be difficult to stay focused on implementation. A 

related issue was workload. Many respondents indicated that caseworkers were struggling with high 

caseloads, and this presented a challenge in meeting the expectations of HomeWorks to work more 

intensively with families. A third issue that was raised was a perception among some caseworkers that 

HomeWorks had not been effective. The fact that caseworkers perceived HomeWorks as an ineffective 

intervention further diminished employee morale, and it may have contributed to staff feeling they were 

not successful in their job. 

 

Some respondents, particularly supervisors and administrators, described strategies they used to 

encourage HomeWorks and support staff in their implementation efforts. One respondent expressed a 
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commitment from the administration to fund additional services and support caseworkers in strategizing 

about new ways to meet clientsô needs. As well, supervisors offered examples of strategies they used in 

their offices to support practice change, including discussion of HomeWorks principles during staff 

meetings; focusing on a ñprotective factor of the month;ò creating a HomeWorks resource room; and even 

providing incentives to caseworkers. Another supervisor described her effort to create monthly challenges 

for caseworkers to encourage application of the protective factors during their home visits, but was unable 

to get approval to provide monetary incentives. Without incentives, the initiative met with limited 

participation from a small number of caseworkers. A final theme from frontline staff was the perception 

that communication from leadership was limited and they wanted to have greater input in planning and 

decision-making activities. 

 

During the third round of interviews, respondents perceived that, for the most part, there was strong 

support and buy-in for HomeWorks among community partners. It was noted that there was some 

resistance early in the implementation rollout, but support had grown as partners gained greater 

understanding of the new approach. 

 

Respondents from DCFS recognized that community support was critical to the success of the 

intervention. Collaboration among system partners was generally described as quite good, and was seen 

as a strength of the child welfare system. ñI think up here in the Northern Region, there has been the 

ability for all the partners to come to the table and work really well together which really benefits the 

kids,ò a legal partner stated. Respondents within DCFS agreed with these sentiments, expressing the 

perspective that the Northern Region system partners generally shared the same goal of trying to do what 

was best for families, resulting in a lot of teaming and collaboration.  

 

Given the perceived importance of community support and buy-in, a critical component of the 

implementation process was educating and communicating with community partners. The perspective 

shared by DCFS, particularly at the administrative level, was that communication with system partners 

was very strong, and that HomeWorks had become ingrained: ñnow itôs just part of our conversations.ò 

Conversely, external stakeholders who participated in the interviews expressed the sentiment that 

communication about HomeWorks had dwindled since the initial rollout, and there was a need for greater 

communication to occur. 

 

System partners generally supported the vision to keep children in the home whenever possible. Although 

there was generally a perception that considerable community support for HomeWorks existed, some 

partners continued to express concerns about implementation and how DCFS was ensuring the safety of 

children in the home. For example, a GAL, articulated that, ñI think the concept is great, of course. I 

think, there needs to be more of a concrete plan to verify that the kids are safe.ò It was reported that 

seeing the research and the tools that were being used helped to address some of the concerns among 

community partners. 

 

Respondents did note there was variability in the extent to which particular GALs, judges, and legal 

partners were on board. Reportedly, some partners continued to be resistant to certain aspects of the 

HomeWorks intervention, as implementation had shifted some of their roles and levels of involvement. 

The shift towards voluntary services and a decrease in court intervention, in particular, was seen as a 
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source of conflict. Among some respondents, particularly frontline staff, there was also uncertainty about 

the extent to which there was awareness and understanding of HomeWorks among various community 

partners. Staff at the frontline reported that they did not hear community partners talking about 

HomeWorks very much, and that they did not really see changes among external stakeholders that reflect 

adoption of the HomeWorks framework. Despite various training and communication efforts on the part 

of DCFS, it appeared that those on the frontline continued to encounter limited understanding and 

incorporation of HomeWorks among some community partners. 

 

One area of particular concern was a perceived lack of political support for HomeWorks. Several 

respondents, both within DCFS and among partner agencies, articulated a need for greater legislative 

support. Responses indicated that the state office had been in communication with the legislature to 

explain HomeWorks and attempts to solicit support, but these efforts had not met with success. Lack of 

funding continued to be a significant challenge, and the legislature continued to push through budget cuts 

that limited the ability of DCFS to implement the array of service interventions necessary to meet the 

needs of children and families. 

 

This limitation leads to the final theme emerging under the Environment domain during the third round of 

interviews, that of insufficient services and resources. Respondents described the need for additional 

resources as a constant struggle. Interviewees from DCFS expressed that they had good community 

partners, but the problem was simply the need to expand the service array and an overall lack of options 

to do so. Some respondents reported that the resource situation had improved somewhat, pointing to 

expansion of some intensive family preservation services, but limited service availability remained a 

considerable challenge. A number of respondents, on the other hand, reported that they had not seen an 

increase in resources since HomeWorks began. Specific services that were reported to be lacking included 

substance abuse treatment, particularly inpatient treatment, and domestic violence resources. 

Administrators mentioned that they were engaging community partners to explore options for expanding 

the service array, but the lack of funding for resource development presented a significant barrier.  

 

In addition to a general lack of service availability, challenges with access to services were also identified. 

Numerous interviewees discussed lack of transportation, particularly in rural areas, which typically were 

far from service locations. Developing resources within rural communities was described as difficult since 

they generally lacked a sufficient client-base to sustain services. Lack of flexible office hours presented 

another barrier. In particular, the drug testing facility was mentioned by several respondents as having 

extremely limited hours of operation. Finally, long waitlists for services was reported as a significant 

problem. Respondents reported that the lack of sufficient services had a significant impact on the success 

of HomeWorks, reflecting that the current service array was not meeting the needs of children and 

families. Simply increasing the frequency of caseworkerôs visits was not enough to address safety 

concerns. The bottom line emphasized by respondents was that they needed to have the services available 

to implement HomeWorks effectively, ñespecially considering that services are essentially the backbone 

of HomeWorks.ò Respondents felt disappointed by the lack of resource development, which they had 

been told would be part of the HomeWorks implementation. 

 

In the fourth round of interviews, respondents identified a number of strengths and challenges related to 

the DCFS organizational environment as well as the broader community environment. Within DCFS, 
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interviewees described support for HomeWorks among frontline caseworkers as variable. Most 

respondents agreed there was widespread support for the concept of keeping children in the home. With 

regard specifically to HomeWorks, however, it was reported that some staff had bought in to the 

intervention, while others still had not. The most buy-in reportedly was among new caseworkers because 

HomeWorks was the training curriculum they received on hiring and now, they accepted HomeWorks as 

ñbusiness as usual.ò One challenge identified was that some caseworkers who embraced HomeWorks 

preferred to have all in-home cases, but this was not possible in rural areas. Another barrier was that some 

families were resistant to services and ñdo not want our help.ò 

 

Respondents pointed to several specific challenges they perceived to be barriers to obtaining greater staff 

support and buy-in. One challenge, was the basic nature of the child welfare field, characterized as a 

crisis-driven environment where it could be difficult to stay focused on implementation when 

caseworkers were constantly managing crises. A related issue was workload. Many respondents indicated 

that caseworkers were struggling with high caseloads, thereby presenting a challenge in meeting the 

expectations of HomeWorks to work more intensively with families.  

 

Regarding external stakeholders and community partners, respondents perceived that, for the most part, 

there was strong support and buy-in for HomeWorks. It was noted that there was some resistance early in 

the implementation rollout, but support had grown as partners gained greater understanding of the new 

approach. Some respondents at the administrative level, for example, described how agencies specializing 

in foster care were especially resistant in the beginning due to the implications that there would be a 

decreased need for their services. Some of these agencies expanded their focus over time to include 

offering in-home services to families. Respondents from DCFS recognized community support as critical 

to the success of the intervention, including system partners sharing the same goal of trying to do what is 

best for families. Reports that there was a lot of teaming and collaboration for each family were 

summarized by one CPS worker, who expressed, ñWe try to build these teams of support for our families 

so that once we are gone, they still have this group of people there to help them.ò 

 

Education and communication about HomeWorks with legal and community partners continued to be 

viewed as a critical component of the implementation process. Respondents noted numerous trainings and 

conferences that continued to take place in the Northern Region to inform community partners and 

stakeholders, such as GALs, AGs, and judges, about HomeWorks. The perspective shared by DCFS, 

particularly at the administrative level, was that support by system partners was strong.  

 

Some DCFS respondents did note there was still variability in the extent to which particular GALs, 

judges, and legal partners were on board with HomeWorks. The shift towards greater use of voluntary 

services was noted as an ongoing source of conflict. A regional administrator commented on this 

challenge: ñWe have a couple of judges and guardians who feel like no familyôs problems will ever be 

fixed unless we bring them to court.ò A second barrier identified was that defense attorneys sometimes 

wanted to limit services to the initial allegation rather than accepting the service needs identified through 

the UFACET assessment. For example, the assessment could identify mental health and/or substance 

abuse concerns that the defense attorney does not want to acknowledge because they were not part of the 

original allegations. Another respondent noted that HomeWorks did not include any expectations for the 

court system to embrace its values and principles. In addition, as another participant noted, lack of control 
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was a challenge of child welfare: ñUnfortunately, it is not a process the division drives. It is a process that 

we get to participate in.ò 

 

In response to this challenge, several participants emphasized the importance of continued efforts to 

engage the judiciary including training and educational events. In addition, it was suggested that the state 

office ï rather than the region ï conduct some of the education because of a misperception by the 

judiciary that HomeWorks was not the standard statewide and it was not being implemented in other 

regions. Another emphasis was the importance of sharing data about family outcomes with the judiciary; 

specifically, that recidivism rates are not higher for families voluntarily served by HomeWorks than for 

those who go through the judicial process. The most favorable perceptions were about GALs, their 

willingness to participate proactively in team meetings and their awareness of what was on a familyôs 

service plan. There were mixed perceptions about AGs, with some respondents expressing that the AGs 

work for the Division and were on board, and other respondents stating that the AGs emphasized safety 

and removal too quickly and too often. 

 

In summary, the perception of DCFS participants about external stakeholders and community partners 

regarding HomeWorks was that ñthere was still a little bit of a strain, but it is also not something that is 

super negative and high conflict.ò The belief was that the Division would continue to take a stand about 

being more client-centered and that not every child needs to come before the court in order to be safe.  

 

The final theme under the Environment domain was insufficient services and resources for families. As in 

previous data collection phases, a number of respondents reported that they had not seen an increase in 

resources since HomeWorks began. Specific services reported to be lacking included substance abuse 

treatment, particularly outpatient treatment, and mental health treatment. Reports also pointed to crisis 

management services, such as food and housing options. ñWhen people are in crisis, it is harder to teach 

what HomeWorks is, and it is harder to help people learn about resilience and all of these other things if 

their basic needs are not being met.ò A related theme was that while HomeWorks promised new funds for 

services, there was disappointment this did not occur, despite the needs assessment surveys that were 

conducted. One regional leader commented, ñOne of the major criticisms that our region had of that 

project was that we were promised that it was going to create all these new resources for us.ò In addition 

to a general lack of service availability, respondents identified continued challenges with access to 

services. Numerous interviewees discussed lack of transportation, particularly in rural areas, typically far 

from service locations. Another need identified was more prevention and family stabilization services, 

such as Families First. 

 

The perceptions of respondents were that lack of sufficient services had a significant impact on the 

success of HomeWorks. Respondents expressed that the current service array was not sufficient to meet 

the needs of children and families. A related perception was that without needed services, HomeWorks 

would not be effective. One respondent described HomeWorks as the roadmap that describes what 

parents need to be successful, ñbut I do not think that HomeWorks is the answer to what the problems 

are.ò  
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Stakeholder Involvement 
During early implementation, leadership conducted Q & A sessions with staff to learn more about what 

was working in the field and what was not. A suggestion that arose from the data was that these types of 

sessions should be recurring to find out what issues come up as HomeWorks progressed and 

implementation spread to new regions. Another stakeholder mentioned the challenge of a staged roll out 

with the IV-E Waiver, specifically trying to generate excitement in regions that would not experience 

changes for a few years.  

 

There was mixed feedback during the first round of interviews about involvement of front-line staff, 

although there was agreement that it would be critical to sustaining HomeWorks and achieving positive 

outcomes. One sentiment was that waiver information flowed one way ï from leadership ï rather than 

truly involving front-line staff from the beginning. Another stakeholder felt that, although trainings had 

occurred and information was shared about waiver implementation, no one had asked caseworkers and 

supervisors who were in the homes on a regular basis what they thought should happen or what would 

improve services. Alternately, one stakeholder gave the example of involving two front-line caseworkers 

as well as two front-line supervisors on an implementation work group that developed a risk assessment 

tool (the UFACET). This workgroup also asked front-line staff to pilot test the instrument in each region. 

Feedback from the pilot test and frontline staff helped leadership refine the assessment process.  

 

An example of early success at engaging external stakeholders was the role that Utah State University 

was playing in teaching families how to cook, budget, and focus on nutrition. Another example was a 

public relations staff line item added by DCFS using waiver funds to help with overall networking with 

the community. Although there were some strengths identified with involving external stakeholders, 

respondents generally felt that HomeWorks was not a community driven initiative, but rather a DCFS 

driven program. There were mixed feelings about why this was the case. Some stated that community 

meetings had not gone well, others felt they simply had not taken place, and a third sentiment expressed 

that it might be too early in implementation to engage some groups.  

 

It was commonly reported that mental health and residential service providers had not really been 

engaged, in addition to drug and alcohol treatment services. Some respondents were concerned about the 

disconnect between residential services providers were currently offering and the basic goal of 

HomeWorks to prevent out-of-home placements. It was generally felt that three important stakeholder 

groups to target were GALs, judges and mental health providers. Sharing early outcome data with judges 

and the Office of the Attorney General was recommended as part of HomeWorks education efforts with 

external stakeholders. Another suggestion that emerged from the data was to involve legislators; for 

example, asking a legislator to serve on a Quality Service Review (QSR) team so they had a firsthand 

look at front-line service and casework.  

 

In terms of implementation planning and family involvement, there was agreement among respondents 

that not much had been done to date, although some initial activities had been tried. DCFS leadership 

explained that foster parents had been involved, having an opportunity to share input through community 

cafes, but birth parents and children had not been involved at all. The Department did try to plan a 

meeting in conjunction with the Parent Advisory Group in Logan but ran into barriers. One, was local 

culture; the meeting was planned on the night of an important football game and had to be canceled at the 
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last minute. The other issue DCFS struggled with was the difficulty of trying to recruit former clients or 

recurrent clients to give feedback on how the Department could be doing things better. Given the 

challenges encountered, DCFS turned over the area of family and child involvement to a researcher at 

Utah State University who would run focus groups. DCFS hoped that a neutral third party may have more 

success in recruiting participants and get straightforward feedback. 

 

In summary, findings from these initial interviews indicated that stakeholder involvement was mixed 

during the initial implementation of HomeWorks. Within DCFS there was strong leadership involvement 

in planning for implementation, including leadership from the Northern Region. Interviewees agreed that 

there was not much involvement of external stakeholders, such as the judicial system and providers 

during the planning stage. As roll out of the pilot in the Northern Region began, there was some outreach 

and education with the legal partners. It appeared that the judges and GALs in the region continued to 

have some reservations about in-home services but were open to dialogue with DCFS. Front-line staff 

reportedly were not involved in the early strategic planning phase for HomeWorks, but leadership was 

open to input and sought feedback from staff on how implementation was going, challenges they 

experienced, and what types of support they needed. Families and youth had minimal or no involvement 

in HomeWorks planning or implementation.  

 

There were mixed responses during the second round of interviews about whether various stakeholders 

had been involved in the planning and implementation process. Many respondents said they were not 

asked to be involved, especially in the planning phases, and many were unaware of the extent to which 

different stakeholders were involved, family and youth in particular. According to several responses, 

however, DCFS staff seemed to have been well integrated into the implementation process and were 

taking ownership of some of the processes.  

 

Some respondents spoke of many efforts to involve and educate community partners, including judges, 

GALs, and service providers, reporting they had seen ñnothing but lots of communication, people 

working together and talking,ò while others described the relationship with legal partners as ñhit or miss.ò 

One respondent pointed out that some of the lack of unity between the agency and the courts may be a 

result of handling voluntary HomeWorks cases internally, which meant that judges and guardians would 

not see as many of these cases.  

 

While most responses at all levels indicated that family and youth were not asked to be involved in 

planning and implementation, many saw them as being involved in implementation simply by virtue of 

participating in the program and its new tools. Families were described as ñusing the toolò and reading 

with their children more, and some caseworkers were asking families what they wanted out of services 

and what was going to work for them. Ensuring that the families had a strong understanding of the 

process was important to several interviewees, yet there was still a sentiment that the agency was not 

ñtapping intoò family involvement. 

 

Staff involvement was described mostly with reference to the implementation and feedback process. 

While most staff agreed that the implementation was a ñtop-downò process, some felt they had an 

important role in helping to develop the program. Several respondents felt that staffings and other 

meetings were important parts of the implementation process, and through these, staff could collaborate, 
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brainstorm, and share ideas and tools to help problem-solve common challenges faced by many others. 

Several respondents noted that their doubts and concerns were heard and that ñthe stateò listened to their 

feedback and suggestions. The data indicated that, overall, staff were more ñin chargeò and were running 

staffings and meetings as well as coming up with agendas and plans.  

 

In the third round of interviews, respondents expressed varying perspectives with regard to ways in which 

staff had been involved with the waiver planning, decision-making, and implementation. Responses from 

the administrative and management level emphasized efforts to involve staff. The administrative team and 

supervisors in particular were described as being heavily involved in planning and decision-making 

processes. Administrators also indicated that there had been concerted efforts to engage caseworkers in 

the process, such as including them on panels or workgroups.  

 

In contrast, however, some respondents indicated that staff involvement had been limited or that their 

involvement did not have a meaningful impact on the project. For example, some expressed that initially 

there was greater staff involvement up-front, but there was a sense that staff input did not result in the 

changes needed. Caseworkers who participated in interviews, for the most part, expressed that their 

involvement in planning and decision-making processes had been limited. Caseworkers stressed that their 

perspectives and experiences were critical to informing the implementation process since they were more 

grounded in the current realities of families and the barriers that were encountered in the field.  

 

Responses also indicated a lack of joint planning efforts with external stakeholders, with differences in 

perceptions of ñinvolvementò emerging between respondents from DCFS and other stakeholders who 

participated in interviews. Among DCFS respondents, trainings and presentations provided to external 

stakeholders appeared to be interpreted as ñinvolvingò external stakeholders in the implementation 

process. These meetings and trainings were described as the primary means for garnering community 

support. 

 

Responses overall indicated there had been substantial efforts to communicate with system partners about 

the goals of HomeWorks and what it meant in terms of changes in child welfare practice. It was less clear 

whether information about the impact HomeWorks had on child and family outcomes was communicated 

to these partners. There were no examples offered about ways in which these stakeholders had actually 

been engaged in planning, decision-making, or implementation efforts.  

 

The lack of involvement of external stakeholders in such processes was made even more apparent in the 

responses provided by those who were interviewed. Two AGs, three GALs, and two judges participated 

in interviews; while some acknowledged they received training on HomeWorks, they all explicitly stated 

that they were not involved in planning efforts. As one stakeholder clearly articulated, the notion of 

óinvolvementô typically implies having the opportunity to provide input, share opinions, and even make 

suggestions. These seven respondents from external agencies were all unaware of any such opportunities 

to participate in planning or decision-making activities.  

 

Finally, the majority of respondents indicated that families had not been asked to provide input about 

HomeWorks or been engaged in planning or decision-making processes related to HomeWorks. Several 

respondents did discuss ways in which families were engaged at the practice-level, emphasizing that 
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families participate in the UFACET assessment and provide input into their own case. Respondents 

generally indicated, however, that families were not involved at a broader system-level. At the same time, 

family input was perceived to be valuable and important among many respondents who expressed beliefs 

that greater family input would facilitate buy-in and help the child welfare system to better meet the needs 

of families and children. In this regard, there was considerable support among respondents, and 

particularly among frontline staff, for creating opportunities for greater family voice and participation at a 

system-level.  

 

There was limited discussion in the fourth round of interviews about stakeholder involvement with waiver 

planning, decision-making, and implementation. Regarding the involvement of DCFS staff, one 

respondent noted the lack of involvement of CPS in HomeWorks implementation, ñThe CPS team from 

the very beginning was left off the HomeWorks boat.ò Examples offered included lack of involvement in 

the mandatory roll out training activities and a mandate for certification in the UFACET, yet not using it. 

Another DCFS respondent commented on the importance of letting caseworkers have a voice in the 

ongoing implementation and revisions to HomeWorks. 

 

Responses also indicated a lack of ongoing planning efforts with external stakeholders. The perception of 

the external stakeholder respondents was they were initially encouraged through trainings and receiving 

written information about HomeWorks, but this communication had not occurred for the past two or three 

years.  

 

Organizational Capacity and Infrastructure 
During the first year of implementation, most respondents felt that the current DCFS policies and 

procedures were well-aligned with the waiver goals, and reported that historically DCFS policy had 

supported in-home services. Some revisions to policies and procedures occurred prior to the start of the 

implementation roll out, including development of policies and procedures for the new assessment 

protocols and incorporation of the Strengthening Families Protective Factors Framework (SFPF). DCFS 

received technical assistance from the National Resource Center for in-home Services (NRCIH) and the 

Center for the Study of Social Policy (CSSP) on the development of in-home practice guidelines and 

incorporation of new practice principles into the pre-existing DCFS practice model.  

 

Respondents perceived that HomeWorks fit well with and built upon the pre-existing practice model, 

although some noted that there was still work to do in further developing and revising policy. In-home 

practice guidelines, in particular, were reported to be ñsparseò and ñoutdated.ò Guidelines for determining 

what cases were appropriate for in-home services and what cases required removal also arose as an issue 

of concern among respondents, especially for external stakeholders such as judges and GALs. Shortly into 

implementation, there were concerns that Structured Decision Making (SDM) was not being used as 

intended because the policies were not adequate, and a workgroup was assigned to clarify those practice 

guidelines.  

 

One challenge identified by respondents was a perceived disconnect between policy and practice.For 

example, although most felt that the written policies were aligned with the goals of the waiver, there were 

some perceptions that practice did not always follow what was written in policy. From the leadership 

perspective, there was a need to change the mindset of some front-line caseworkers. From the perspective 
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of front-line caseworkers, on the other hand, policy was not always realistic or informed by experiences in 

the field; this could be another reason for some of the disconnect between policy and practice.  

 

One strength of the waiver reported by respondents was an openness among the leadership to obtain 

feedback from front-line staff and learn from their experiences as they attempted to implement 

HomeWorks at the practice level. DCFS leadership had been collecting feedback from front-line staff 

about what was happening on the ground, including what was working and what was challenging in terms 

of implementation, so that the approach could be revised and refined as they moved forward with the 

waiver roll-out. Respondents reported that they would need ongoing technical assistance at the leadership 

level around implementation, including guidance on effective implementation processes and ensuring 

sustainability. 

 

Training was identified as an important component of the organizational infrastructure to ensure staff had 

the necessary knowledge and skills to implement policy and procedures effectively into practice. New 

procedures that were introduced to the pilot sites included the SDM assessment for CPS caseworkers, the 

new case transfer process from CPS to the in-home worker, and the HomeWorks practice model. One 

concern was about who received the HomeWorks training: stakeholders expressed that it was important 

for all caseworkers to receive the full training, including CPS and foster care caseworkers, so that 

everyone knew the model.  

 

Another concern expressed was that the trainings did not clearly translate for caseworkers into how to 

implement new procedures into practice. Challenges with the implementation of SDM by CPS 

caseworkers were identified early on, as there were discrepancies in when and how they were using the 

tool. A CPS workgroup was put together to investigate and address the problems that were occurring. 

Their conclusion was that caseworkers did not fully understand how to use the tool correctly and lacked 

the support needed to implement effectively. In response, the workgroup began developing regional 

experts to provide ongoing support and technical assistance in implementing SDM.  

 

Similarly, caseworkers expressed concern about how to know if they were implementing HomeWorks 

into practice effectively. Regarding the UFACET tool, specifically, there were questions about how to 

actually use the results of the assessment in their casework, as well as a need for more specific guidelines 

on how to administer the instrument. The instrument received a mixed response during the first round of 

interviews. Some caseworkers found the UFACET to be a useful tool for assessment and case planning, 

while others did not find it very useful and primarily saw it as extra work. In addition to the new 

assessment tool, caseworkers expressed that they would like to have more tools and resources they could 

take into the home, such as activities they could do with the family, lesson plans, books and tools to 

provide more structure to in-home sessions.  

 

Overall, respondents perceived a need for ongoing training and follow-up sessions, as well as ongoing 

technical assistance at the front-line to ensure effective implementation. In addition, caseworkers always 

needed resources and experts available to them to answer questions and problem solve with 

implementation struggles. To address implementation questions and needs among front-line staff, DCFS 

implemented staff ñbrown bag lunchesò that focused on practice implementation. Some caseworkers 
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found these sessions very helpful and appreciated the initiative taken by leadership to get involved at the 

front-line level.  

 

Considerable concerns were expressed about the skills and competency of caseworkers to provide in-

home services. A common perception, especially among external stakeholders, was that there was great 

variability in caseworker skills. Judges and GALs wanted to see the ñbestò caseworkers assigned to 

HomeWorks cases because of the higher level of risk involved. Furthermore, they emphasized that they 

needed to see more detailed and specific plans to address the risks in the home. Concerns were identified, 

with regard to the lack of clinical training and skills of caseworkers and the implications for caseworkersô 

ability to appropriately assess the family. To help with addressing some of the clinical concerns, DCFS 

included clinical consultants to serve as advisors on the HomeWorks teams.  

 

Retention of caseworkers was another critical issue raised in the interviews. At some offices, there were a 

large number of new and inexperienced caseworkers, including supervisors. One of the positives that 

arose out of this situation was that these caseworkers had no previous notions about what things were like 

before the implementation of HomeWorks, so they took to the model more quickly than some of the more 

seasoned caseworkers who were used to ñthe way things were before.ò Judges and GALs expressed 

concern about inexperienced caseworkers taking these cases, given the higher risk that was involved. 

Front-line staff had significant concerns about the implications the waiver might have for their workload. 

Efforts had focused on keeping caseloads lower and workloads reasonable for HomeWorks cases, using a 

weighted caseload system that was being tested in the pilot region, but there were also questions raised 

about the long-term sustainability of these lower caseloads and what the implications would be if they 

could not be sustained. 

 

Another theme arose concerning supervision and quality assurance processes. Respondents emphasized 

the importance of monitoring, supervision, and coaching to ensure effective implementation: ñWe need to 

do things with fidelity and sustainability. Good training, mentoring, supervision. I think that it means that 

the local implementation teams and program administrator team need to keep an eye on data and how 

things are being performed.ò These processes appeared to be severely lacking. Leadership was working 

on identifying what kinds of reports and data would be useful, reporting that the quality assurance system 

was largely still in development.  

 

During the first round of interviews, supervision emerged as an area of considerable concern, with 

respondents indicating there did not seem to be any clear or consistent supervisory processes in place. 

During strategic planning meetings in the fall of 2013, there was discussion about the need to identify a 

coaching and supervision framework; however, it appeared that no framework had yet been implemented. 

Respondents stressed that caseworkers needed ongoing coaching and mentoring to support the 

development of new skills. In addition, they also needed regular feedback about practice strengths and 

needs. Another challenge was that supervisors were learning the new practice and processes at the same 

time as caseworkers, so they did not necessarily have the expertise to provide the coaching and mentoring 

that was needed. Front-line staff and supervisors expressed that no one monitored practice fidelity, and no 

one shared data with them related to quality of practice.  
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Funding to support in-home services emerged as the last major theme during the first round of interviews. 

Respondents emphasized the reallocation of funds from foster care to in-home services as key to this 

project and were very supportive of this concept. There were concerns expressed about the sustainability 

of funding, however. Respondents perceived that more funds were needed to fully support the program, 

and that legislative support was necessary to allocate state funds to in-home services. In addition, 

respondents expressed a need for funds to go towards broadening the current service array and to provide 

needed services for families that ñfall between the cracks.ò In the current system, there were families that 

either did not ñfitò the services currently available through DCFS, or that did not have insurance and did 

not qualify for Medicaid. These families were unable to get the services they needed. Furthermore, some 

services that were previously available had been cut or reduced over the years due to lack of funding. 

DCFS leadership hoped to free up more foster care funds in the future to support the development of 

programs to meet identified needs and service gaps. 

 

Some major themes related to organizational capacity and infrastructure from the second round of 

interviews included funding problems, caseworker competency, training fulfillment and need, and use of 

assessments. Respondents also made several comments about specific policies and procedures that were 

not aligned with HomeWorks implementation. 

 

Interviewees were very vocal about funding challenges, particularly their dismay about a hiring freeze 

that was in place. People described the hiring freeze as having a significant effect on program outcomes. 

The hiring freeze, coupled with what many perceived as an increased workload, led to what one 

respondent described as a ñperfect storm,ò where less funding, hiring restrictions, and more work 

combined to make it nearly impossible to perform well. Several respondents expressed frustration with 

the restrictions on how funding could be used, including Medicaid and private insurance, which had their 

own restrictions on funding services, especially mental health services. Funding restrictions also applied 

to using funding for more necessities, like ñgroceries for two weeksò or rent one time, which respondents 

felt would alleviate some of the immediate stress on the family and also provide more emotional security. 

In general, respondents called for the agency to contract with more providers, especially in the private 

sector, and for community resources to ñcome on board with the strengthening familiesô modelò so that 

families could still access services after cases were closed. 

 

Although there was some perceived growth in caseworker confidence and ability following the 

implementation of HomeWorks, there were several areas that interviewees highlighted as needing 

improvement. One area of concern was whether caseworkers could properly evaluate mental health and 

clinical issues. Another commonly discussed issue was that caseworkers sometimes had difficulty in 

assessing risk and that there were discrepancies in how caseworkers assessed risk levels. On the other 

hand, there was one description of caseworkers becoming ñexpertsò in HomeWorks and supervisors 

seeking them out for input. 

 

In terms of training, DCFS staff mostly agreed that there was a significant amount of training at the 

beginning of the implementation, and that it was necessary and helpful. Even though there was not as 

much formal training afterwards, many respondents viewed ñbrown bagsò as beneficial continuous 

training, and as ñcrucial for idea exchange.ò Several respondents discussed the ñactivitiesò piece of the 

HomeWorks program and had difficulty understanding how games and sidewalk chalk activities, for 
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example, related to the overall mission, or they saw this type of interaction as ñcondescending.ò This 

aspect of the program coincided with what some respondents saw as a need for more training on 

ñengagement skills,ò or ñconnecting the dotsò on how program components related to the new 

philosophy.  

 

There was also frequent discussion of CPS needing additional training, as some respondents saw them as 

inappropriately applying HomeWorks to high-risk cases, such as sex abuse or serious drug cases. CPS 

was described as being ñout of the loopò when others were trained, and many respondents felt they 

needed further training to ñcatch up.ò External partners, on the other hand, noted the absence of training 

after the initial implementation. Legal partners like GALs residential services and attorneys said there was 

ñquite a bit of trainingò in the beginning, but that some of it was ñmushy,ò meaning it was not very 

relevant to their role (referring to SDM). Some stakeholders described the training they received as very 

little, and included only materials, presentations, or a ñcasual meeting.ò 

 

Respondentsô discussions of assessments reflected a wide range of familiarity with and opinions about the 

utility of tools introduced in the HomeWorks rollout. Some caseworkers said they liked the UFACET 

(often better than CANS) in that it helped identify weaknesses with a family and they could target their 

interventions to specific needs, such as drug use. Others said that UFACET felt more ñcoldò and ñjumps 

from subject to subject,ò and did not provide a result or suggestion like the CANS assessment. There were 

several calls for streamlining assessment tools. One respondent spoke of not trusting the toolôs safety 

assessment, believing it scored outcomes with lower risk than the workerôs observations.  

 

Supervisors spoke of their lack of confidence in coaching around the UFACET because they did not use 

it. With regard to SDM, most respondents who discussed it said that it was very helpful, and it was a 

better way to articulate why a situation was bad rather than a ñgut feeling.ò One judge described its 

helpfulness in decision-making and wanted it submitted frequently to help evaluate cases. Many 

respondents noted their desire to see more evidence that HomeWorks was ñworkingò in order to have a 

stronger ñattitude shift.ò  

 

Although many respondents indicated that policies and procedures were generally in alignment with the 

goals of HomeWorks, they also pointed out specific instances where they felt there was misalignment. 

For example, when children were placed with relatives, it was unclear how or to whom to provide 

services. Another respondent noted that the policies and procedures could better match the ebb and flow 

of when services were needed, adding that there was often an influx of cases around the time school ends, 

as school personnel wanted to make sure children were taken care of when they were not in school. 

Caseloads went up accordingly. Finally, a CPS worker discussed the need for having more room for time 

extensions in order to appropriately determine needs in some cases. 

 

Overall, data from the second round of interviews indicated there had been progress in addressing many 

of the challenges identified during the first year. Many respondents agreed that caseworkers were growing 

more comfortable in processes and engaging more with families, which was seen as a positive for the 

program and organization overall. However, there was still concern about caseworkersô ability to properly 

assess safety and that some were still operating with a mindset of ñfear and liability.ò There were more 

positive discussions of engagement with the UFACET and its use as a tool through which families could 
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voice concerns and focus on most needed areas for services. Regarding judicial processes, respondents 

discussed efforts to keep HomeWorks cases out of courts because too many people become involved and 

families get overwhelmed with responsibilities to so many parties. There were also calls for more SDMs 

being ñbrought into the courtroomò so that judges could better see how risks were being evaluated. 

Respondents mentioned the need for reviewing the coaching and mentoring processes, and that these 

components currently required a lot of attention. The region had implemented mandatory two-hour 

refresher trainings for caseworkers. Finally, respondents were still interested in seeing evidence-based 

research on whether HomeWorks was ñpaying off.ò 

 

Findings from the third round of interview indicated that policies and procedures were generally aligned 

with the goals of the waiver and revisions to align with HomeWorks practice had been made as needed. It 

was noted that changes to DCFS policy happened quickly when a policy was identified as inconsistent 

with the HomeWorks philosophy. A few areas for improvement were indicated. Primarily, interviewees 

described inconsistency between legal procedures such as court orders and casework practice that was 

guided by the UFACET and Structured Decision Making (SDM) process. In addition, interviewees 

reported that high caseloads had a negative impact on HomeWorks practice, indicating that caseload 

guidelines be changed to be consistent with the HomeWorks model. It was also suggested that DCFS 

policies could offer more structure and guidance for caseworkers and supervisors to implement 

HomeWorks practice successfully.  

 

Interviewees described several important factors related to training and technical assistance needs. First, 

at this point in the waiver and HomeWorks implementation, most interviewees expressed a preference for 

ongoing shorter refresher training and coaching that would reinforce the initial HomeWorks training. 

Specific topics of interest were protective factors, structured decision-making, and coaching. One 

respondent commented that new staff was at a disadvantage because they had not received the in-depth 

training that accompanied the Northern Region rollout. Interviewees also acknowledged that because the 

Northern Region was the first to implement HomeWorks some of the training was not cohesive or 

inclusive of all necessary elements and required subsequent training as new components were added. In 

addition, it was reported that not all leadership received training on the Outcome, Scaling, Know-how and 

Resources, Affirm and Action, and Review (OSKAR) coaching model and the training that was received 

was not comprehensive enough to fully implement the model. Interviewees external to DCFS, including 

judges and GALs, reported receiving little or no HomeWorks training or information. These stakeholders 

requested more information on the UFACET and SDM process, to understand the suggestions 

caseworkers made based on these tools. 

 

Interviewees were asked to comment on the extent to which caseworkers had the necessary knowledge 

and skills to implement the waiver successfully and whether any skill building was still needed. Several 

interviewees emphasized the importance of individual caseworker skills and utilizing a strength-based 

approach to the success of HomeWorks. However, it was noted that high caseworker skill could not 

overcome the challenge of high caseloads and an inadequate amount of time to dedicate to each family. 

Interviewees indicated that leadershipôs modeling HomeWorks skills, such as parental resilience, would 

be helpful for caseworkers. In addition, respondents requested a specific and directive HomeWorks 

teaching guide for caseworkers. Interviewees suggested that caseworker skill level might benefit from 
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more training and coaching in these topics: SDM, translating HomeWorks to language and practice that is 

family friendly, safety planning, and managing voluntary cases.  

 

Interviewees identified several strategies used to improve family engagement including: completing the 

UFACET to get to know families and build rapport, using HomeWorks activities during home visits, 

having a strength-based approach, and always treating clients with respect. One interviewee made the 

suggestion to use HomeWorks with families at the beginning of a case to overcome engagement 

challenges. Spending face-to-face time with families in their homes was identified consistently as an 

important factor in building family engagement and a beneficial aspect of HomeWorks. However, as 

stated previously, high caseloads had a negative impact on family engagement.  

 

Also noted regarding caseworker skills, stakeholders expressed the need to tailor the HomeWorks and 

protective factors language to fit the needs and skill level of each family. The need to balance using the 

model and meeting basic needs with families in crisis was also emphasized. Another respondent identified 

a for Spanish language HomeWorks materials. Finally, a judge voiced their desire to treat parents with 

more respect within the child welfare system overall: ñI wish the system in general treated them more like 

parents with problems than criminals. And I do think HomeWorks may be designed to get away from that 

mentality, but itôs still an adversarial process.ò 

 

Interviewees identified both strengths and needs related to using the UFACET tool. Identified strengths 

included: helping to identify family needs and guiding service recommendations, informing level of risk, 

strengthening family engagement and building rapport; moreover, it was a transparent assessment 

process, completed collaboratively with parents. One of the reported challenges of using the UFACET to 

inform service referrals, was that resulting recommendations were not necessarily consistent with court 

ordered service requirements, making it more difficult for caseworkers to engage families in service 

planning.  

 

A consistent theme related to supervision was the use of coaching to support professional development 

and skill building of both supervisors and caseworkers. Interviewees reflected that coaching was still 

relatively new, and staff were continuing to determine how it could best support practice improvement. 

Some reported holding structured monthly or weekly coaching sessions with supervisees, and others 

reported using coaching on an as needed basis. Several interviewees found the OSKAR coaching model 

to be a helpful guide to the coaching process. Other supervisory strategies to support best practice 

included: shadowing caseworkers on home visits, helping to translate HomeWorks into family friendly 

and developmentally appropriate language, attending family team meetings, observing and assisting with 

caseworkerôs completion of the UFACET, holding monthly individual staffings, and pairing caseworkers 

who were early HomeWorks adapters with those who needed support.  

 

Interviewees shared mixed feedback concerning the quality improvement process being used in the 

HomeWorks implementation. They found that data was being received to inform decision making and 

identify areas for practice improvement, but access to data varied by staff level. For example, 

stakeholders in leadership roles had access to state and regional data, while caseworkers and supervisors 

relied on qualitative case-level information. Caseworkers and supervisors reported processes used to 

assess quality and inform practice; these included: reviewing cases for use of HomeWorks language and 
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practice, the quality case review process, caseworker-supervision meetings, team meetings, and the use of 

HomeWorks resources such as binders, handouts, the website, and training. Interviewees at the 

administrative level reported receiving state level HomeWorks data and meeting with state leadership to 

review data on a quarterly basis. Regional leadership also reported the use of case-level data, shared by 

supervisors to encourage and recognize quality caseworker practice in the region. To know whether 

HomeWorks was successful, interviewees expressed a desire to see longitudinal outcome data comparing 

pre-waiver to post-implementation measures, such as length of time in care and recidivism rates.  

 

Concerning waiver funding, overall, interviewees emphasized the need for increased funding and 

resources to support HomeWorks implementation. Specifically, it was stated that increased funding was 

needed to hire more caseworkers and increase caseworker pay to reduce caseload size and turnover. 

Additionally, interviewees expressed frustration with not being able to help families more easily with 

basic needs such as electricity and food. Increased funding for access to and availability of services was 

identified as a need, specifically substance abuse treatment and mental health services, where there was 

reportedly a waiting lists to see a therapist. It was also noted that funds were needed for HomeWorks 

materials for family activities.  

 

During the fourth round of interviews, several themes emerged that were consistent with previous 

findings. Some interviewees commented on the importance of individual caseworker skills and utilizing a 

strength-based approach to the success of HomeWorks. A second strength noted was the UFACET, 

because it required caseworkers to focus on concrete supports as well as a targeted approach to services 

that would be helpful to a family. Another observation was that using evidence-based tools such as the 

UFACET made casework practice more consistent. However, one participant noted that high caseworker 

skill levels could not overcome the challenge of high caseloads and a lack of resources. One interviewee 

pointed out that in-home cases were more time intensive, because the risk level determined the number of 

home visits each month; for example, high-risk cases were to have home visits three or four times each 

month and creating a family-specific safety effort took more time and effort.  

 

Interviewees identified several strategies to improve family engagement. These included taking time to 

build trust with families, especially those with previous contact with DCFS. One interviewee made the 

recommendation to use HomeWorks with families at the beginning of a case to overcome engagement 

challenges. A judicial respondent identified the use of voluntary services as a strategy for engagement 

because the focus could be on helping parents to be better parents without the pressure of judicial 

involvement. When there was judicial oversight, this respondent discussed the importance of 

communication with parents so that they understood the process and and what steps they needed to take. 

ñIf those parents do not understand what is happening, I think they get confused, they get worried, and 

they get defensive.ò As stated previously, respondents noted that high caseloads had a negative impact on 

family engagement. As described by one interviewee, higher caseloads meant that caseworkers were just 

ñputting out fires and trying to stay afloatò rather than having the time to do activities with families and 

connect them to resources and services.  

 

Similar to the previous round of interviews, a consistent theme relating to supervision was the use of 

coaching to support caseworkersô professional development and skill building. When asked about the 

components of the coaching sessions, both supervisors and caseworkers agreed that the sessions consisted 



Utah Title IV-E Final Report | May 2019 

 

90 

 

of case staffings. Respondents consistently indicated that role-playing was not used during supervision. 

Many respondents reported structured monthly sessions with supervisees, and others reported coaching on 

an as needed basis. One interviewee mentioned use of the OSKAR coaching model. However, the 

interviewee noted that OSKAR was used less frequently and/or completely now that supervisors and 

caseworkers knew the HomeWorks model. Other supervisory strategies to support best practice included: 

reviewing the UFACET and case plan for each family, monthly individual staffings, and using 

experienced caseworkers as coaches and mentors with new staff. In discussions with supervisors about 

coaching, the perception was that HomeWorks was one of many topics that were reviewed 

 

Overall, interviewees emphasized the need for increased funding and resources to support HomeWorks 

implementation. Specifically, two respondents discussed the need to reduce caseload size: ñI think we 

really need to reevaluate what an appropriate workload is, feels like the load is unmanageable at times for 

our caseworkers.ò Another concern was not being able to help families with basic needs such as 

electricity and food. It was reported that each of the CPS supervisors had a team budget, which could be 

easily accessed by CPS caseworkers to help ñbridge the gapò when families were experiencing short-term 

financial challenges. Examples of how these funds were used included repairing a washing machine or a 

water heater, paying an electric bill, or paying rent for one or two months. After the waiver ends, the 

concern was that these funds would disappear, and more children would come into care. 

 

Respondents reported a number of strategies they believed contributed to the region reaching saturation, 

defined as the point when case managers were consistent in their implementation of HomeWorks. At the 

organizational level, activities mentioned included: a strong emphasis by state and regional leaders on the 

implementation of HomeWorks; the mandate for UFACET certification; the creation of a common 

language and frame of reference for practice; and training events and activities including pre-service 

trainings for CPS caseworkers. At the caseworker level, strategies noted included: helping caseworkers 

learn how to utilize the resources in HomeWorks: increasing worker accountability by having 

caseworkers share the activities they were using with families and their success stories; mentoring and 

coaching by supervisors; and open communication about what was working and what was not working 

with individual families. The strongest theme that emerged about saturation was the importance of state 

and regional leadership focus on HomeWorks. 

 

The final round of interviews also included a question about facilitators and barriers to the sustainability 

of HomeWorks. Two themes emerged about facilitators: a continued focus on HomeWorks by leadership 

at both the regional and state levels, and tools for caseworker practice that will continue after the waiver 

ends. Several respondents identified training and technical assistance as key strategies for sustainability, 

offering examples such as monthly HomeWorks meetings organized by supervisors where caseworkers 

shared responsibility for planning the agenda, ensuring that HomeWorks was included in pre-service 

training for CPS and caseworkers, the state office distributing ñHomeWorkables,ò and concrete supports 

from administration, including ñnew ways to connect with families,ò short videos and monthly emails 

addressing a specific topic related to HomeWorks.  

 

Stakeholders identified two specific tools, the UFACET and the structured decision-making model, which 

they believed would be sustained. Many respondents found the UFACET was a highly valuable tool for 

casework planning, rather than assuming what families needed without talking to them about their needs. 
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One supervisor discussed how valuable the UFACET was for caseworkers: ñA lot of my workers really 

enjoy the UFACETé they love using it to engage with families to assess their needsé We use it all the 

time and it helps us pinpoint what services are needed for families.ò In addition, administration 

demonstrated its support by mandating UFACET certification for administrators, supervisors, CPS and 

caseworkers. Another structured support for CPS was noted: ñWhen we go in and close our case, we have 

to spell out those protective factors and what isé what falls under that protective factor for each family.ò 

 

Discussions identified funding as the greatest barrier to sustainability, including funding for caseworker 

positions so their caseload is manageable and funding for services and supports for families. Regarding 

funding for services, the concern was that, for some families, those resources are what made it possible to 

meet their needs in the home and stay outside of the dependency system. ñWe do not want to be bringing 

kids into foster care so that they can get the services they need,ò a respondent explained. Another 

respondent expressed a concern about some community partners buy-in for HomeWorks, describing a 

cloud of skepticism that remained: ñI think the fact that we choose to work with families in the home, 

outside of the court system, I think that makes some of our community partners a little anxious and 

nervous.ò 

 

Waiver Impact  
In the first round of interviews, respondentsô perceptions about HomeWorks impact on child welfare 

practice - both potential and actual ï reflected the waiverôs very early stage of implementation. In general, 

stakeholders reported that focus shifted toward utilizing in-home services and there was greater flexibility 

concerning how to increase child safety without placement into foster care. For example, allowing or 

offering parents temporary respite to alleviate immediate risk factors without requiring court involvement 

or a foster care placement was mentioned as a safety plan option not considered prior to HomeWorks. 

Court personnel, stakeholders reported cases being recommended and accepted for Protective Services at 

case initiation, when in the past, prior to HomeWorks, these cases would have resulted in the child being 

removed from the home. Some respondents expressed concern that HomeWorks might lead to over 

utilization of in-home services, even when high risk indicated a need for court involvement. Some 

stakeholders perceived that this had already occurred, with serious implications for child outcomes. 

 

The first round also saw emergence of a primary theme regarding positive impacts and strengths of 

HomeWorks; specifically, it offered caseworkers the opportunity to spend more time with families in 

their homes, thereby allowing them to build stronger relationships with parents and children and better 

understand their strengths and needs. Stakeholders added that an increase in caseworker home visits was 

an expectation of HomeWorks and they were already seeing this take place.  

  

Stakeholders also expressed their belief that it was more effective to work on parenting skills when 

children remained in the home. Potentially a facilitator of the HomeWorks model, was its perceived 

alignment with traditional social work values and some caseworkersô preference to work with a family 

within their home.  

 

Although strengths and optimism toward HomeWorks were expressed, respondents also indicated that the 

components, primarily the use of UFACET and SDM, had been implemented in varying degrees within 

the pilot region. Representatives of the court system expressed that they would like to have ready access 



Utah Title IV-E Final Report | May 2019 

 

92 

 

to completed assessments and increased communication with caseworkers in order to build confidence in 

case recommendations made as a result of the assessment process. Furthermore, although the intent was 

to develop specialized in-home teams, findings indicated that caseworkers were not just doing in-home; 

they were still carrying foster care cases, and for some staff, more foster care cases than in-home.  

 

HomeWorksô impact on practice was also viewed in regard to workforce capacity and development for 

caseworkers. To be fully staffed, many new caseworkers were hired prior to and during waiver 

implementation. Some expressed this as a potentially positive factor, since new caseworkers would be 

trained in HomeWorks at the beginning of their employment. However, others expressed this as a 

challenge because new caseworkers typically carried smaller caseloads. Related to supervisory practice, it 

was noted that supervisors were learning HomeWorks at the same time that they were responsible for 

training caseworkers in the new system. Supervisors also indicated that as the role of caseworkers shifted 

toward working with families in the home instead of foster care, the role of supervisors also shifted 

toward having more ñhands onò opportunities to mentor caseworkers on issues such as family 

engagement in the home environment. Furthermore, DCFSô high rate of caseworker turnover in the first 

year of implementation, was identified as another factor impacting supervisorsô workload and the 

workload of existing caseworkers, both contributing to slowing the pace of implementation.  

 

The lack of sufficient time was reported as a potential barrier to HomeWorks implementation. The 

frequency of in-home services family visits was considered a positive aspect of the model; however, 

respondents raised caution about the amount of time this would require of caseworkers. The expectation 

of frequent visits to ensure child safety was inconsistent with the concern that caseloads would not be low 

enough to meet the expectations. Time came up as a factor for other stakeholders as well, including CPS 

caseworkers and GALs. Given the desire and expectation that partners participate in consultative team 

meetings for in-home cases and potentially partner with caseworkers, some were concerned that they 

would also need reduced caseloads.  

 

An expansion of the service array was emphasized as necessary for in-home services to be successful. As 

well, increased communication was needed concerning changes in the service array and availability of 

services to support children remaining in the home. Stakeholders indicated they understood the waiver 

would include an expanded service array, but it was not clear what that would mean.  

 

A consistent factor that emerged from the analysis was that to move to the next stage of implementation 

and see the desired impact, stakeholders needed to develop confidence and trust in HomeWorks. For 

example, CPS caseworkers and caseworkers needed to trust that community supports for families 

receiving in-home services would be available and accessible. The court system, including judges, 

attorneys, and GALs, would need to have confidence in CPS and caseworkersô ability to communicate 

consistently and comprehensively about risk assessment, family status and service activity; they would 

also need to experience consistent and sufficient caseworker practice to support in-home services.  

 

Findings indicate that the impact of HomeWorks on GALs had not been realized in the early stage of 

implementation; however, concern was expressed that, due to a lack of court involvement, GALs would 

not be included on in-home cases early enough in the process to be responsive if a family did require 

court involvement. While these concerns were noted, Department leadership and court personnel clearly 
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expressed their desire for GALs to be involved on in-home cases to represent the rights of the child. 

Similar views were expressed about the impact on the court system and the role of judges. The power of 

judges and the legal system in child welfare decisions was emphasized, and the need for judges to have 

confidence in the HomeWorks model and caseworkersô abilities (as previously mentioned) in order for 

the waiver to be successful. 

 

Regarding program impact during the second round of interviews, two salient themes emerged regarding 

changes in practice for both DCFS and legal partners: palpable differences in engagement with families 

and repercussions for the organizational atmosphere. Changes in practice were most noted by 

caseworkers, who agreed widely that they had stronger engagement with families, including more open 

communication, more time, and more working with them on their goals. Even external partners agreed, 

noticing that caseworkers were doing more frequent visits and were more ñhands-onò with families. 

Several respondents spoke of being able to use the tools to effectively help families in a targeted way, 

rather than just ñchecking up on them.ò Caseworkers also discussed taking more initiative and being 

creative in finding resources to help families meet their needs. However, there was a perception from the 

legal community that caseworkers were reluctant to ask for removal, even when they should, or that they 

were set on the idea of keeping children in the home.  

 

From the judiciary side, interviewees noted that judges appeared to be ñon boardò with HomeWorks and 

were using the language, and drug courts were showing interest in how HomeWorks could help with their 

families. Respondents from the judiciary stated their desire to see more information from caseworkers in 

terms of how often they were visiting families, how they were providing services to safely keep children 

in the home, and what specific tools they were using to make decisions. Concern was expressed over what 

some saw as a focus on program success undermining child safety. This was paired with uneasiness about 

judgment calls on which cases would be HomeWorks cases. One judge observed that there were more 

requests for removals for higher risk situations, which had been allowed, but only with very specific court 

orders to ensure child safety. This speaks to the slightly increased support perceived by respondents from 

the judiciary.  

 

Attorneys also noted a change in philosophy: ñIn situations where previously we wouldôve viewed the 

risk as too high, now we slow down and think about if itôs possible to keep kids at home;ò the belief, 

however, was this meant, at times, children were not safe in the home. A GAL respondent also said that 

they might not ask for removal immediately and would instead ask more questions and give it a chance, 

when previously they would have removed a child. In addition, many respondents felt that the 

HomeWorks program was providing services that were more preventative, allowing the agency to deal 

with problems on the front-end, before they got ñout of control.ò Respondents noted that this preventive 

aspect helped to eliminate some involvement with courts and ultimately, help to genuinely strengthen the 

family. 

 

There were many positive responses that pointed to increased family engagement and well-being as a 

result of the waiver. Some respondents described seeing children benefit from the activities and therapies 

or observed how playing games with children helped them with specific needs, even though the children 

only saw the games as fun. Other respondents remarked that parents were using and implementing 

HomeWorks tools in their lives, reading with children, and ñdoing what theyôre supposed to be doing.ò 



Utah Title IV-E Final Report | May 2019 

 

94 

 

On the other hand, some respondents felt that budget restrictions meant parents were not being drug tested 

enough to ensure safety and proper safety plans were not always in place.  

 

The impact on the general organizational atmosphere was expressed in terms of an unrealistic workload 

and lack of services, leading some respondents to conclude that the program was ñbackfiring really fast.ò 

Many responses also emphasized that whether children or families had Medicaid significantly affected 

their ability to get proper treatment. Several respondents added housing was also problematic; even if 

families were approved for housing, there was a long wait to gain entrance, which was not previously the 

case. There were also multiple discussions of some cases just not fitting the HomeWorks model, such as 

parents with chronic substance use problems.  

 

In the third round of interviews regarding waiver impact, respondents discussed three levels of impact. 

First, they discussed impact on the legal process, including GALs, the judiciary, and removal decisions. 

Second, they discussed impact on practice, inclusive of CPS practice, supervisory practice, caseworker 

practice, family engagement and family well-being. Third, they discussed impact in terms of impact at the 

organization and services offered.  

 

The dominant theme regarding impact on GALs was an increasing positivity toward in-home services 

rather than removals. This was attributed to: the shared value that children were better off remaining at 

home, if the necessary services were there to support child safety; increased partnering between DCFS 

and the GALs at staffings; and GALôs increased knowledge of and confidence in DCFS assessment data 

such as SDM and risk level. This collection of interviews was the first time GAL respondents articulated 

that there were some fetal exposure cases where they were now willing to try leaving infants in-home 

with the right context and supports. One GAL respondent explained that, in cases where the mother had 

been testing clean, had moved in with a grandparent, was cooperative, or if the father was clean and 

willing to care for the infant, then with the right supports the removal of the infant into foster care was no 

longer necessary.  

 

From the perspective of caseworkers, they also noticed that they were winning GALs over by 

demonstrating positive results with in-home services. One stakeholder interviewed mentioned that the 

waiver had caused those designing service plans, such as GALs in collaboration with DCFS, to think 

outside the box about what could benefit each child and to reach out to resources that would not have 

previously been considered. Second, caseworkers reported increased contact and partnering with GALs, 

particularly at case staffings. Finally, the third way that GALs were reported to feel more comfortable 

with increasing in-home services as opposed to removing children, was a better understanding of and 

confidence in case specific assessment data. Caseworkers described having this data as a way of 

facilitating conversations with GALs in areas where they had specific concerns.  

 

Results of the waiverôs impact on judges were murky. There was obvious confusion both on the side of 

the judiciary and on the side of DCFS. Across interviewees, responses were fairly unanimous that there 

was little if anything said about the waiver impacting judgeôs decisions to keep a child in the home versus 

remove. Instead, respondents said that what impacted removal decisions was which judge heard the case 

and the judgeôs interpretation of the facts of the case within present law. Respondents added, however, the 

expanded array of services offered through HomeWorks gave the judge some wiggle room in ordering 
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services for a family. One notable finding was that judges did not feel they were getting the answers they 

needed from DCFS to consider incorporating HomeWorks principles into Court orders. A 

recommendation voiced by the judiciary was that DCFS identify which cases were HomeWorks cases at 

the time of petition and make that known to the Court. Another important finding was that judges did not 

have SDM or UFACET information on cases.  

 

The finding that DCFS interviewees did not mention a lack of assessment information going to the judges 

may have been a factor in stakeholdersô confusion in the courtroom. All interviewees agreed more 

information should be shared with judges and two themes emerged here: First, interviewees expressed 

that it was potentially confusing for judges to hear a CPS worker argue for removal and then hear a 

HomeWorks caseworker argue for in-home services after a removal had occurred. Second, interviewees 

suggested that caseworkers be much more concrete about the specific services they could put into place 

for a family through HomeWorks.  

 

Data that clustered around themes specific to whether the waiver had an impact on removal decisions 

came primarily from judges, as they had the authority to order removals. Perspectives varied. In a few 

cases, judicial interviewees indicated that HomeWorks had prevented removals and helped families over 

the long term. Stated another way, HomeWorks was perceived as giving parents more chances before a 

permanency decision was reached. Less optimistic, but still positive, was the sense that if nothing else, 

HomeWorks had helped parents learn how to access resources.  

 

These stakeholders raised a number of concerns. First, they were still seeing many removals since 

HomeWorks, although the nature of the cases had shifted from immediate removals to delayed removals 

where in-home services had failed. Judges indicated that some cases before them were listed as protective 

supervision yet should not have been categorized at that level. Further, some wondered if the push to 

implement HomeWorks had effectively dissuaded DCFS from being involved in cases where they should 

have been involved. Second, there was concern that DCFS was targeting high-risk cases for HomeWorks 

and these cases should have been removals; in-home services failed in many of the cases, and resources 

that could have been more appropriately spent on lower risk families were wasted. Judicial stakeholders 

believed there was a population of lower risk cases that absolutely could and would benefit from what 

HomeWorks offered, but there were no resources available to them because DCFS was prioritizing 

HomeWorks resources for high-risk families. Third, because assessment data were not being shared with 

judges (as mentioned previously) there was concern that these assessments were more subjective and 

based on parent self-report of items like criminal history, rather than a DCFS review of offense data. 

Finally, it was offered that HomeWorks cases be re-evaluated at more frequent intervals.  

 

Next, interviews included discussions around the perceived impact of the waiver on different types and 

aspects of practice inclusive of CPS practice, supervisory practice, caseworker practice, family 

engagement and family well-being. First, CPS caseworkers acknowledged that the change to HomeWorks 

had been difficult initially. However, CPS respondents indicated unanimously that the change had been a 

positive one and things were getting easier as caseworkers increased their familiarity with the new model 

and as the resources available to offer families were expanding. Two concrete themes emerged from CPS 

interviews in terms of how the waiver had impacted their work. First, CPS caseworkers reported they 

were now working to find the right fit of resources with the family, rather than simply handing them a 
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generic resource list and walking away. Second, there was a shift in the way CPS caseworkers handled 

cases. They expressed a realization that families needed a lot of help in the first six to eight weeks before 

a petition was adjudicated. This meant a change in the practice of simply leaving the work to the 

caseworker who would eventually take over their case and it meant getting services started much sooner 

for families in need.  

 

Feedback on supervisors and their practice in relation to HomeWorks was another area of unanimous 

positive regard among interviewees. Supervisors were perceived as being fully on board with 

HomeWorks, sending a clear message to caseworkers about the importance of HomeWorks and offering 

clear training and guidance on HomeWorks. Most staff felt their supervisors genuinely liked and believed 

in HomeWorks, with the caveat that supervisors were also savvy to issues that at times impeded 

implementation. Supervisors felt that HomeWorks had influenced both the content and nature of their 

supervisory activities, as well as more generally the cases they dealt with on a day-to -day basis.  

 

In terms of supervisorsô specific activities with caseworkers, supervisors reportedly provided one-on-one 

coaching on a regular basis. Supervisors indicated they had tailored the content of the one-on-one sessions 

to reflect the principles of HomeWorks. For example, each month they might have a caseworker select 

one of the HomeWorks principles, such as parent engagement, and that session would focus on how the 

caseworker could apply this principle to her cases. Supervisors also reported follow-up activities where 

they would set reminders to check back with a caseworker to see how they were doing with applying the 

principle in practice, and whether they were logging it. Caseworkers felt that supervisors helped them by 

giving them ideas, examples of good practice, and offering them different approaches and strategies to try 

with a case. Caseworkers also found it helpful when supervisors pulled out the HomeWorks manual and 

reminded caseworkers what was in it.  

 

Another practice identified as being helpful was shadowing caseworkers in the home, which included 

either supervisors shadowing caseworkers in order to give pointers on improvement, or peer to peer 

shadowing among caseworkers to learn from each other. Supervisors explained that some caseworkers 

needed to be guided toward HomeWorks principles, versus often newer caseworkers would come up with 

ideas on how to implement the principles into practice on their own. In these cases, the two caseworkers 

might be paired up so they could learn from one another. In addition, supervisors tried to give public 

credit via email to caseworkers who were developing new and innovative ideas to implement 

HomeWorks on their own. Finally, it was interesting to note that supervisors themselves were also 

receiving one-on-one sessions with their supervisor, who most often was a CWA, and that in turn, CWAs 

were meeting with regional leadership to work on the same type of HomeWorks principles and 

application to practice within the supervisory context.  

 

Stakeholders offered a variety of ways that the waiver had impacted caseworker practice in a positive 

way. First, caseworkers felt as though they were connecting families to more, and more relevant 

resources. The UFACET was perceived as helping caseworkers improve their familiesô safety and risk 

assessments and better tailor interventions to individual families and their life circumstances. 

HomeWorks was also credited with helping caseworkers understand why building protective factors is 

important and how to go about it. Case practice was perceived as being more inclusive, through 

partnering with and engaging families. HomeWorks was also credited with caseworker practice 
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transitioning to more frequent contacts with families. An element of risk taking was discussed as a new 

shift in case practice. One stakeholder summarized that they no longer removed because safety could not 

be ensured, and that the philosophy had shifted to force people to accept that no oneôs safety in life was 

ever completely ensured.  

 

Casework was also seen as moving back toward a therapeutic model. Caseworkers reported feeling like 

they had more permission and support to be a provider, while still continuing to connect families to 

additional resources. Finally, there was a sense that involvement in familiesô lives had become less 

prolonged in cases where long-term system involvement in the past may not have really been necessary. 

A caseworker articulated, ñWe make sure to handle [things] and then we get out, we donôt languish and 

go for months and months and months. Itôs just not helpful.ò  

 

Data in terms of the extent to which waiver implementation had impacted was quite positive. First, 

interviewees saw HomeWorks as essentially a more skilled form of family engagement, so by the act of 

implementing HomeWorks, engagement was perceived to be increasing. Second, HomeWorks 

implementation felt to stakeholders like a return to fundamental ideals and values of social work. Parents 

were reportedly more open since HomeWorks to digging deeper into the root causes of some problematic 

parenting behaviors. The tools HomeWorks added to caseworkersô portfolio of family activities were 

reported to facilitate more meaningful engagement, develop better and faster rapport with families, and 

identify more parental strengths. What seemed to be fundamental from the interview data in this area was 

that HomeWorks had effectively moved caseworkers and parents out of a conflicted relationship where 

caseworkers were viewed as authoritative, dogmatic and punitive, toward a more partnership-based model 

simply by keeping children in their homes and giving parents a second chance.  

 

Change takes time, as noted previously, and there were areas of family engagement noted for further 

improvement. First, it was suggested that engagement was best facilitated in cases where the caseworker 

genuinely believed in the HomeWorks model and genuinely believed parents had the ability to do the 

work and change. Second, it was openly acknowledged that the extent to which families were involved in 

determining what requirements were listed on their service plans could be improved upon, and further, it 

was believed that if families were consulted more often in the development of the service plans, they 

would be more likely to complete services. 

 

The interview data in terms of whether there was a shared perception that families were doing better as a 

result of HomeWorks was split between positive and negative reviews. Starting with the more positive 

viewpoints, stakeholders expressed that families were doing better because parents and children were not 

being treated separately from one another and then expected to reunite and be successful. Further, some 

interviewees remarked that recidivism seemed to have decreased in recent years across their cases, and 

that parentsô outcomes (though not specifically defined) seemed to be improving overall.  

 

Alternately, some stakeholders expressed that HomeWorks was unilaterally not working.  

First, there was an indication that there had been a marked increase in removals into out-of-home care at 

the time of the interviews (late fall 2016 to winter 2017), which left some interviewees discouraged about 

HomeWorks. Second, a belief was expressed that HomeWorks was not as helpful in harder drug cases or 

domestic violence cases, and that it showed more potential in alcohol abuse, marijuana use, identifying 
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mental health issues that impacted daily functioning (e.g. keeping a house in order), and assisting with 

parental stress within the context of poverty.  

 

In the final set of interviews, discussions about the perceived impact of the waiver centered on different 

types and aspects of practice inclusive of CPS practice, supervisory practice, caseworker practice, family 

engagement and family well-being. Stakeholders presented several examples of how HomeWorks had 

impacted caseworker practice in a positive way. First, the views of caseworkers, supervisors and 

administrators were that safety assessments were more comprehensive and tailored to the strengths and 

needs of each family. Both the Structured Decision-Making model and the UFACET were perceived as 

helping caseworkers use a systematized approach to assess families on safety and risk and to make 

interventions more tailored to individual families and their life circumstances. As one respondent stated, 

ñWe are not operating on our gut anymore.ò This respondent emphasized reliance on the tools regarding 

whether to open a case. Two respondents from the judiciary reflected on how they had seen this change. 

ñWhat I have seen is that we are much more likely to try voluntary services before we file a Protective 

Supervisionéand we are much more likely to have Protection Supervision Services try and fail before we 

remove.ò One caution expressed more than once was that many of the positive impacts on casework 

practice would not remain if caseloads increased. 

 

The impact of HomeWorks on CPS practice was more nuanced. Perceptions were primarily positive and 

expressed in terms of a stronger intent to keep children home rather than remove, a more collaborative 

approach that prevents judicial involvement, and offering services to families before closing cases. The 

Northern Region was conducting a CPS pilot that focused on early identification of families with 

ólightweightò allegations so there could be a quick resolution and case closure. This pilot had resulted in 

earlier case closures and smaller caseloads---a very positive outcome. 

 

CPS practitioners identified some negative impacts of HomeWorks. A few participants reflected that with 

some families, CPS staff knew that efforts to prevent removal would not be successful but there was still 

a requirement to try. ñFrom a CPS standpoint, I think that sometimes we end up chasing our tails with the 

program, and it is less successful. I think that a lot of times, children really should come into care, and it 

feels like we are trying to do our job with a hand tied behind our back.ò Another participant noted, ñThere 

are cases, and there are situations, where it is not going to work, no matter how many of the practices we 

put into place.ò One of the suggestions in these situations was that administration listen to the 

recommendations of line caseworkers in making decisions about how to proceed with individual families. 

Several respondents expressed disappointment about a recent decision to discontinue Family 

Stabilization, a program offered by CPS where cases could stay open for 45 to 60 days. Their belief was 

that some families could be successful in improving their parenting skills but needed more time to do so. 

 

The perceived impact of HomeWorks on family engagement was remarkably positive. Casework practice 

was perceived by many respondents as being more client-centered (ñIt gives the family more of a voiceò) 

and strength-based than before the waiver, resulting in active strategies to engage families in identifying 

both strengths and challenges, and in creating useful service plans. As one line worker explained, ñI think 

for me, going into a home with respect for the family, without judgment for the family, and just really 

trying to communicate with them on a person to person level and not an agency to person level, has been 
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helpful.ò What seemed to be fundamental from the interview data was that HomeWorks had effectively 

moved casework practice toward a more partnership-based model.  

 

Results on HomeWorksô impact on the regionôs partnership with the judicial system were mixed in the 

interview data. Division views included courtroom judgesô lack of emphasis on HomeWorks protective 

factors, differing views about HomeWorks by various judges, a lack of buy-in by some judges and GALs, 

coupled with a belief that child welfare should be a court-driven process, and judgesô disappointment that 

their docket load had decreased. One respondent described the struggle, stating, ñI even think that in some 

cases, the expectation is that you came into this system struggling in one area, and you are not going to 

leave it until you are white middle class.ò Another perspective was that judicial differences in beliefs was 

to be expected and ñI think that is a healthy way to keep us in check.ò In addition, another perspective 

offered was, ñI think a lot of the judges, if you can show them that they (the family) are progressing, they 

do not have a problem supporting it.ò 

 

The interview data reflected both positive and negative views in terms of whether families were doing 

better because of HomeWorks. Many respondents agreed that HomeWorks had a positive impact on 

family well-being, pointing to data that showed decreases in recidivism (i.e. families returning to the 

dependency system), increases in families seeing child welfare as supportive rather than directive, and 

moving families through the system more quickly. As one caseworker described, ñI like seeing the change 

that comes from it. I like seeing them become stronger, I like seeing them become more empowered, 

taking more control over their lives and acknowledging ité I have had some really successful cases 

where, from the beginning of the case to the end of the case, they do not even look like the same person.ò 

 

Finally, interviewees frequently mentioned that, since HomeWorks implementation, there was a tendency 

and support for being more creative when thinking about what services were right for each family. A 

greater variety of resources within the community was being considered for families, and again, services 

were perceived as being much more tailored to individual family needs and circumstances. The one 

caveat was the issue of rurality as a mitigating factor to effectively expand the existing service array, as 

well as simply getting families the services that they needed in a timely way. 
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Southwest Region Results 
Implementation of HomeWorks in the Southwest Region began November 1, 2014. Three rounds of 

interviews with regional stakeholders were completed as part of the process evaluation. Interviews were 

conducted with 21 stakeholders during the first round of data collection (February to June 2015), 19 

stakeholders during the second round (October 2016 to February 2017), and 16 stakeholders during the 

third round (July to August 2018). Stakeholders interviewed included judges, GALs, peer parents, DCFS 

leadership and child welfare administrators at the regional level, program managers, casework 

supervisors, CPS caseworkers, and child welfare caseworkers. Respondents reported they had been in the 

field for a range of a few months to 30 years at the time of their interview. 

 

Respondents self-identified their roles specific to Utahôs IV-E Waiver ï or HomeWorks implementation ï 

and their roles consistently varied according to the structural role they held. At the regional level, Child 

Welfare Administrators (CWAs) saw their role with HomeWorks as being responsible for leading 

implementation efforts with supervisors in their region. They described specific tasks which included, 

coaching supervisors and caseworkers on how to implement HomeWorks at the practice level and 

reviewing case record documentation to ensure the presence of HomeWorks language. One CWA 

reported using a community resources collaborative toolkit to form a county-specific collaborative to 

develop substance abuse resources. Currently, the collaborative is working with the Lieutenant 

Governorôs Office and 12 other counties on an intergenerational poverty project. 

 

Supervisors saw themselves as ñvery hands onò and directly responsible for ongoing, successful 

implementation of HomeWorks at the practice level. ñMake sure that the language is being used in 

assessments, in the plans, that weôre reviewing UFACET and HomeWorks in the team meetings, and then 

I review the activity logs so I can see that HomeWorks activities are being used,ò one supervisor 

explained. Another supervisor, relatively new to DCFS, noted that HomeWorks is the only program 

model that they know and that HomeWorks involves ñjust working with the families to make sure that 

kids are safe, but they can stay in the home while we are working with them to improve situations.ò A 

third supervisor described HomeWorks as ñpreserving families by implementing the five protective 

factors.ò Supervisors also placed a strong emphasis on mentoring and coaching their staff to ensure that 

staff was using the UFACET to guide service selection and the protective factors to identify strengths and 

needs that were appropriate for a family. 

  

Caseworkers and child protective investigators described a broad role in implementing HomeWorks with 

families: ñWe use HomeWorks in everything we do. All the UFACET assessments, our service plans, 

[and] our child and family plans. The parents are participants in that.ò One caseworker described in detail 

how the worker introduces and explains each protective factor to families. For example, during the review 

of social connections, the caseworker encouraged the family to invite their supports to service planning 

meetings and become part of their team. This participant also noted that the HomeWorks terminology was 

introduced in the first key meeting with parents and again in developing the service plan, encouraging 

parents to become familiar with the terminology.  
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Leadership 
In the first round of interviews, region participants reported that state leadership showed their 

commitment by being available onsite in the region and remotely, problem solving and answering 

questions. Stakeholders also mentioned that state leadership tried to help newly implementing regions by 

acting as a conduit for sharing materials across the regions.  

  

Key leadersô significant involvement in the implementation process emerged as a common theme in this 

round of interviews. A case worker expressed a sentiment shared by interviewees: ñwe just have had 

excellent support from the state office down.ò Types of involvement centered on the following activities: 

training, shadowing, mentoring in the field, demonstrating lessons learned in the Northern Region 

implementation, helping to assure consistency in training curriculum and communications to staff, and 

instituting feedback loops to assess knowledge acquisition. 

  

Leadership also demonstrated their involvement through trainings, such as the brown bag trainings. 

Interviewees expressed appreciation for the times state or regional leaders worked alongside caseworkers 

in a shadowing or mentoring capacity: 

 

They've been at our staff meetings. They've been here to shadow and mentor. They've been here 

on separate days. Blocked certain time. Been out in the region. Out in rural areas in the state 

where we donôt have services. They're out in the field and the trenches with us and they've been 

very supportive. And that's come from the state office, let alone what our administrators and our 

supervisors are doing.  

 

Leadership involvement was also seen in how early lessons in other regions were applied to encourage the 

Southwest Regionôs implementation. Northern Region staff shadowed their colleagues and Southwest 

staff and leadership ñé went to the Northern Region to see how they structured their staffings. They also 

went out on a couple of cases with them and brought back good ideas to disperse to the rest of us.ò 

Another stakeholder articulated the focus of these efforts: they were not about mistakes that were made, 

they were about applying early implementer knowledge to knowing what had to change in order to 

successfully implement HomeWorks.  

 

Still another element of leadership involvement concerned their attitudes; respondents described how 

approachable leaders were and how they encouraged staff at all levels. Leadership was described as 

providing useful feedback to caseworkers about how they were doing and supporting their continued 

implementation efforts. A caseworker expressed, ñI think that they strongly encourage us and I think that 

they see [HomeWorks] as a good tool to help our families.ò 

 

A second theme that emerged was consistency in training curriculum and messages to staff. An 

interviewee explained, ñthe point is, itôs the same thing that theyôre training everybody on. One region 

isnôt getting taught apples and another region taught oranges. Itôs all unified that way.ò Additionally, 

interviewees mentioned that they had participated in feedback loops to assess training knowledge 

acquisition and they saw this as a positive aspect of implementation. ñTheyôre doing a good job of 

assessing how well weôre understanding it, too, by asking us to participate in interviews and online 

quizzes and evaluations,ò explained a caseworker. 
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Three target audiences of key stakeholders that had not been included in planning and implementation 

processes were identified: First, the informal leader, those leaders at the practice level rather than the state 

or region administration level. One respondent described the situation this way: ñwe have some informal 

leaders that I hope we don't forget the power and the influence that they have. My opinion is they're going 

to make all the difference in the world. We'll get everything set up, lined up but, some of the informal 

leaders will push this over the top.ò Second, the need to include judges and attorneys was emphasized. 

Respondents stressed how important it would be for DCFSô external stakeholders, such as the judges and 

attorneys involved in investigations and removal decisions, to become knowledgeable about the goals of 

HomeWorks. One respondent expressed that inclusion of these partners in HomeWorks communications 

and trainings might ameliorate the challenge of law enforcement or legal partners having the perception 

that DCFS caseworkers would not take action if there was risk to a child. Third, respondents 

recommended greater inclusion of the Practice Improvement Coordinator (PIC) in HomeWorks trainings, 

particularly trainings specific to the UFACET. Although the PIC was included in the initial administrative 

training, respondents offered that their inclusion in ongoing training could be beneficial in reducing any 

assessment processes or tools that became duplicative with integration of the UFACET and related 

HomeBuilder tools.  

  

Responses during the first round of interviews lent insight to the complexity and challenges of assuming 

shared accountability for HomeWorks outcomes. Two overarching themes emerged: regional 

implementation might be too new to push down accountability for outcomes; and, accountability for 

children lay primarily with the case worker. There was a sense that if implementation went well, 

leadership would be supportive, but there was uncertainty concerning how they would respond if 

something bad were to happen. A commonly held viewpoint was that final accountability or blame would 

be placed on the caseworker if a child was harmed.  

 

The first round of interviewees raised strategic planning as a third theme. They questioned planning 

decisions, such as implementing by region, rather than by office, believing the staging contributed to a 

sense of secrecy and lack of communication and indicated it would have been better for state leadership to 

provide more open communication about the implementation plan. Other respondents affirmed the 

implementation decision, finding that the Northern Region pilot contributed to Southwestôs readiness to 

implement. They also voiced support for logistical decisions, such as ongoing technical assistance from 

the Northern Region and responsibility for scheduling the Southwestôs brown bag trainings. They added 

that the rollout plan allowed identification and resolution of logistical problems that could be applied 

proactively to situations in other regions to avoid similar challenges.  

 

During the second round of interviews, participants were highly positive about the involvement of both 

state and regional leadership in the implementation of HomeWorks, expressing a consensus that all 

necessary leaders had been involved. Responses about leadership involvement primarily focused on the 

role of state leadership in implementation. One consistent theme was considering that the HomeWorks 

rollout was far better executed than previous initiatives. ñThe way that HomeWorks was rolled out has 

been far better than anything the division has ever done when there is a big, significant change in how we 

do business,ò one respondent stated. Factors attributed to this success included: effectiveness of 

communication about HomeWorks and the accessibility and presence of state leadership in the region, 
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such as participating in brown bags and accompanying caseworkers on home visits where there were 

challenges within the family.  

 

Other respondents identified more examples of state level responsivity and support, recounting that, as 

regional implementation was approaching, the WLT invited the regional administrator to participate in 

their team meetings as a full partner in implementation planning. In the same phase, the WLT came to the 

region, meeting with and briefing legal partners about HomeWorks. Participants also recalled that, even 

after implementation, the state leadership team continued to ask questions about progress: ñI donôt think 

thereôs ever a meeting that we are in, where weôre not talking about HomeWorks,ò shared one respondent. 

Additionally, the state leadership team promoted cross-regional sharing of implementation strategies and 

successes.  

 

Interviewees at the practice level were less aware of implementation roles of state and regional leadership 

but discussed how their supervisors participated in the rollout through coaching and mentoring staff. One 

worker noted that another strength was leadership who participated in brown bags and home visits 

understood casework. ñI feel like she has a general understanding of what casework itself looks like. So, 

we are not being given directions from someone who doesnôt understand,ò this caseworker explained. 

Another respondent raised the challenges concerning perceptions of unequitable accountability and 

expectations for the implementation for supervisors of adoption, kinship, and child protective services. 

Respondents believed this perception of inequity prevented the framework from being fully adopted and 

implemented throughout DCFS.  

 

The questions about shared accountability for HomeWorks outcomes were strongly associated with 

respondentsô roles. Caseworkers perceived that they would be the most accountable if HomeWorks failed: 

ñI think itôs easy to say that everyone has a shared responsibility and the accountability when things are 

going good, but when maybe things are not going so good, it is easy for people who are not as involved to 

wash their hands of it.ò One supervisor articulated that supervisors were the most accountable, because 

they knew whether line caseworkers were implementing HomeWorks as intended. Voicing support, other 

supervisors, affirmed the principle of shared accountability within ñthe trickle-downò accountability 

structure. Their responses did not diminish caseworkersô perceptions that they were the most accountable.  

 

Upper management, on the other hand, clearly saw themselves as fully accountable for the expected 

outcomes of HomeWorks. ñWe have to make sure, as administrators, that we are doing what has to 

happen to get that saturation,ò one respondent stated. And another: ñI think that we send the message out 

that child welfare is broader than just DCFS. I think we communicate that itôs a communityôs 

responsibility to help kids stay home and be with their families.ò Another respondent expressed the wish 

that a system of care initiative simultaneously taking place re-enforce this message of shared 

accountability across different systems for at-risk families.  

 

Findings from the third round of interviews indicated that leadership continued to take an active role in 

maintaining and strengthening HomeWorks implementation. Administrative level respondents described 

regional leadership team meetings where they focused on the HomeWorks principles and identifying 

areas in need of improvement or ways to better incorporate the principles into different areas of practice. 

As a program manager described, ñEvery meeting that I go to thatôs for supervisors and administrators 
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and on up, theyôre focusing on some element of HomeWorks. And then, you know, they oversee to make 

sure that its trickling down to our teams through staff meetings. So, I mean, itôs just really part of our 

overall philosophy in training, itôs not going away.ò  

 

Additional respondents affirmed the role of leadership in maintaining the focus on HomeWorks: ñWeôve 

just got to keep that out there, you know, that weôre focusing on it and weôre assessing where weôre at, 

how weôre doing, and making adjustments as we go along.ò Regional level respondents also endorsed the 

state office for support throughout the implementation process, and their ongoing role in providing 

technical assistance and consultation. 

 

Caseworkers emphasized the importance of support from leadership, although they had differing 

perspectives. One point of view was that administratorsô buy-in was visible, and leadershipôs 

demonstration of support for HomeWorks was critical to bringing staff on board. The other perspective 

was that caseworkers received inadequate support from leadership. A CPS respondent elaborated, 

 

If the admin and people above would remember what itôs actually like to do the work and go to 

bat for the workersé They burn them out and they donôt see, I donôt see anyone going to bat for, 

you know what? Hey, we do need lower caseloads to do this work, like we need, you know what I 

mean, a manageable caseload. And I donôt see that. I just hear we need to do more with less.  

 

There was limited discussion of shared accountability during the final set of interviews. Responses 

suggested that there was a greater sense of shared accountability throughout the child welfare system, not 

just within DCFS, but among the legal and court system partners as well. An administrator described, 

ñWhen our law partners try to keep us in check by using those things, all of the tools that we talk about 

and all of the verbiage and all of that, thatôs when you know that you've achieved what you want to 

achieve. Everybodyôs on the same pageé I think thatôs win-win, and thatôs kind of what we have now.ò 

A judge echoed the responsibility of judges to hold the state accountable and ensure a fair balance 

between protecting children and protecting the rights of parents. At the same time, an administrator 

acknowledged that caseworkers continued to feel the brunt of responsibility for the families on their 

caseload, suggesting an ongoing need for leadership to demonstrate and reinforce shared accountability. 

 

Vision and Values 
Interviews explored stakeholder perceptions regarding the rationale and goals for the waiver, the personal 

visions stakeholders had for the waiver, and the extent to which the vision and values were shared 

throughout DCFS and the broader system. During the first round of interviews, responses regarding the 

rationale for the waiver strongly focused on keeping children out of foster care and preserving families 

while maintaining child safety. Across stakeholders, three primary themes emerged: aligning practice 

with the research base on long-term outcomes for children, supporting good practice that was already in 

place, and increasing access to families and better assessment tools. One stakeholder succinctly 

summarized these points: ñItôs a program that is implemented to meet the statutory and constitutional 

protections of parental rights by generating a universal risk-assessment tool. And then trying to come up 

with the services in the community to help the parents be more able to care for the kids, rather than 

removing them.ò 
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Stakeholders referred to the research base regarding the traumatic effects of out-of-home placements, 

incidents of child abuse while in foster care placements, and poor long-term outcomes for children aging 

out of foster care. They shared concerns based on their reading about long-term outcome studies of 

children in foster care and their knowledge that children generally want to be with their families. 

Respondents acknowledged that the trauma of removal could be worse than the original trauma 

experienced with a biological parent.  

 

It was further expressed that HomeWorks was mainly putting a name to good practice that was already 

taking place. A respondent explained, ñIôm just going to come out and say it - it just seemed like it was a 

more effective way of using our practice, that was research based, and had the support of the federal 

agencies.ò Stakeholders at the practice level similarly mentioned that it seemed like a more conscious 

naming of a philosophy and goal they had maintained for some time. They saw HomeWorks as a way to 

increase access to families and employ better assessment tools. Assessment tools such as the UFACET 

were mentioned as helping to direct and drive interventions with families. One challenge with the modelôs 

requirement to interact and engage with families more often was that caseworkers felt they needed to 

work more hours and supervisors wished they could hire additional staff. 

 

The majority of stakeholders shared three primary goals: prevent child removals, strengthen families, and 

increase the intensity and appropriateness of in-home services. HomeWorks was a good fit with the goal 

of preventing most children from being removed from their homes. Strengthening families was viewed as 

a goal that had always been important, but HomeWorks seemed to focus effort to help families over the 

long term. When tasked with focusing more on family strengths, caseworkers mentioned that barriers to 

engaging families seemed to lessen; an interviewee explained, ñWe are focusing on the positives and 

having parents be a part of that change process. We are asking óWhat do you think needs to happen?ô And 

ówhat do you think would help?ôò  

  

Providing in-home services tailored to the needs of the family and appropriately monitored via repeat 

completion of the UFACET was identified by stakeholders as a strength. One stakeholder described how 

the UFACET was used to identify risk factors and, ñAs we work on them, we can convert those risk 

factors into protective factors.ò The group expressed hope that confidence in the model would continue to 

grow over time.  

 

In discussing the changes respondents would personally like to see come out of HomeWorks, several 

values emerged. First, stakeholders expressed that their personal vision for HomeWorks was to do as 

much as they could to keep children safe with their families. A supervisor explained, ñI would like to see 

fewer kids end up in foster care. I have heard their stories and I can tell you, even though they were being 

kept relatively safe, safety isn't the only part of life. There's well-being as well, and it was really the well-

being of those kids that was lacking.ò Another stakeholder affirmed the idea that childrenôs well-being 

might be just as important as the safety issues that normally gained precedence in placement decisions. 

Stakeholders further expressed the hope that their work would become more tailored to each familyôs 

needs rather than simply focused on child safety.  

 

Second, the protective factors and the concept of strengthening families resonated with interviewees 

trained in social work when family preservation was the gold standard. ñItôs really nice to feel like a 
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social worker again,ò stated one caseworker. Stakeholders talked about wanting better, less adversarial 

relationships with the families they served, and felt that HomeWorks was a program that could get them 

there. They also expressed alignment of their social work training and the tools they were encouraged to 

apply to their in-home work.  

 

Third, interviewees hoped for increased efficiencies in their work with children and families. Some 

discussed the assessment process, hoping that the UFACET would become the only assessment they 

needed to complete, which would reduce time spent on paperwork. Others discussed the path a case went 

through from CPS worker, through the court system, to either in-home or out-of-home caseloads; hoping 

that HomeWorks might increase the timeliness and information sharing of the process.  

 

Fourth, interviewees hoped for more resources, particularly in rural areas, for both services and 

caseworker positions. There was a sense in the more rural parts of the Southwest Region that while good 

in theory, increasing services and time spent with a family was not possible in practice until more money 

was committed to the initiative. Respondents also questioned the quality of services, suggesting that what 

might work in larger areas like Salt Lake Valley might require both more money and more creative 

thinking in rural communities.  

 

Fifth, stakeholders desired to gain the trust of partners and the community that DCFS could maintain 

children safely in their homes without foster care. There was discussion around a philosophical shift in 

parental and childrenôs rights, with respondents commenting that previously the system had perhaps 

shifted too far on the side of caution, causing unnecessary trauma to children and families from frequent 

removal. Finally, there was a desire for the principles of HomeWorks to be integrated into practice to the 

extent that it would become the norm rather than a conscious action: ñI want to come to the point where 

they begin using it without thinking about using it, it just flows from within.ò 

 

Generally, most interviewees in the first round of data collection felt there was a shared vision to keep 

children safely in their homes whenever possible. Several interviewees offered that, while it was unlikely 

staff could remember all the protective factors, they did have a good understanding of the overall goal. 

Similar perceptions were shared about community partner stakeholdersô knowledge of HomeWorks; 

while community stakeholders would not know the SFPF Framework, interviewees felt that they did 

understand that HomeWorks meant more contact with families and more one-on-one support for parents.  

 

Several challenges were also identified with regard to ensuring a shared vision: the newness of the 

initiative, rural caseworkers having few opportunities to apply HomeWorks, a hiring freeze and 

corresponding lack of caseworkers to implement HomeWorks. Other stakeholders questioned whether 

HomeWorks was anything new.  

 

Seasoned caseworkers who had seen several policy and practice changes unrolled by DCFS over the 

years, were reportedly harder to enlist in the enthusiasm and investment in HomeWorks. This was not the 

case with newer hires. One respondent explained, ñIn the past, the seasoned caseworkers have been able 

to see that maybe some of those assessments or some of those tools that have been rolled out havenôt been 

very successful. And so I think that maybe there is some hesitation in HomeWorks even now.ò A more 

optimistic perspective was shared by another stakeholder: ñI think that we are on the same page as far as, 
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even before HomeWorks, what our vision was and even now, I think itôs still the same, I think the 

practice is just starting to focus a little bit more directly to our vision that weôve always had.ò Overall, 

responses indicated that the vision for HomeWorks was not entirely shared across all stakeholders, though 

many respondents expressed similar perceptions of the vision and goals. 

 

During the second round of interviews, respondents consistently noted that the vision for HomeWorks 

was for families to remain intact while receiving in-home child welfare services, focused on family 

preservation and increasing childrenôs safety. Other responses added to that vision a reduced need for 

DCFS involvement with families, increased number of caseworkers who specialized in HomeWorks, 

lower caseload size aligned with a family preservation model, and decreased workload to spend more 

time with families.  

 

One stakeholder emphasized the goal of increasing effectiveness when working with parental substance 

abuse and understanding ñhow to keep children safely at home when parents have an addiction problem.ò 

This stakeholder described a need to change the culture within the child welfare system and the broader 

community of believing ñthat any parent who is using drugs does not deserve to have their children and 

they should be removed. Weôre trying to change that culture and come up with ways to keep kids home 

even though their parents are struggling with an addiction.ò It was further explained that the challenge to 

this shift was lack of resources, such as community-based substance abuse treatment. In addition to 

improving substance abuse treatment services, this respondent described a global HomeWorks vision 

involving bringing resources to the family, especially in rural areas, instead of expecting the family to go 

to the resource.  

 

While in agreement with the values and strategies of HomeWorks, one interviewee believed the focus 

should be on all families, rather than solely on those receiving in-home services. As described by this 

person, the ñmindsetò should be changed to ñHomeWorks means the best home for every child, 

improving the home of every child whether theyôre in care or not, instead of just an in-home program. Itôs 

just good practice all the way around.ò Furthermore, stakeholders emphasized a need to increase concrete 

supports available to families for HomeWorks to be successful. 

 

A secondary goal of successful HomeWorks implementation was identified as improved perception of 

and respect for DCFS by the community. In addition, it was hoped that increased respect would lead to an 

increase in community partners working with DCFS toward achieving the goals of HomeWorks. 

 

Aligned with these goals, respondents described the overall rationale for implementing HomeWorks as 

keeping children safely in their homes with their families and reducing recidivism. Stakeholders described 

an essential component of achieving this goal was the provision of resources and supports in the home 

and community to improve family functioning, and, as one stakeholder described, to work in ñpartnership 

with families.ò The introduction of evidence-based assessments was viewed as an important part of 

HomeWorks, contributing to improving casework skills and practice and creating consistency across the 

state. The research that supports keeping children safely in-home and preventing removal was also 

described as an important reason for implementing HomeWorks. 
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Queried about the presence of shared vision, values, and goals, stakeholders voiced belief that there was a 

high level of consensus among DCFS state and regional leadership and most direct staff and supervisors. 

But the lack of sufficient resources at the beginning of implementation, especially in rural communities, 

resulted in some caseworkersô initial hesitancy. That was overcome when they saw slight increases in the 

availability of resources. While the need for more services and resources remained, caseworkers 

reportedly appreciated the flexibility of HomeWorks in allowing them to pay for community-based 

services and supports.  

 

Furthermore, interviewees shared the perception that philosophically, all partners and stakeholders agreed 

with the goal of safely reducing foster care placements and keeping families intact. Lack of buy-in, they 

added, was related to poor understanding of HomeWorks tools and strategies and the lack of confidence-

building positive outcomes.  

 

Stakeholders reported variability across the regionôs judges concerning the extent to which they and other 

legal partners shared the vision and philosophy of HomeWorks. One respondent described judges who 

were very aligned with the goal of safely keeping children in their homes, while another characterized the 

legal partners in their area as having ñthat removal mentality.ò However, this stakeholder believed that 

while the legal partners were ñnot there yet, theyôre moving that way,ò toward a shared vision of keeping 

children in their homes when possible. Another respondent perceived some of the legal partners to have 

ña wait and see attitudeò concerning the effectiveness of HomeWorks. Respondents believed an important 

component to gaining the buy-in of judges and legal partners would be the availability of additional 

resources to support children remaining in their homes safely. 

 

Finally, responses provided during the third round of interviews were largely consistent with the previous 

findings regarding the vision and goals for HomeWorks. The primary objective identified consistently 

across respondent groups was to keep families intact while ensuring child safety, or as one administrator 

phrased it, ñsafely reducing the need for foster care.ò This goal of the waiver was the most common 

understanding shared by external stakeholders in particular, and was described by some respondents as a 

paradigm shift. Related to this goal, stakeholders noted the trauma of removal as a significant part of the 

rationale: 

 

What we do to kids when theyôre removed can be equally traumatic to what theyôre dealing with 

in their current situation. So, Iôve seen kids age out of the system, Iôve seen kids not go home, 

you know, and sit and linger in the system and they basically stagnate, you know, which creates a 

whole ónother avenue of life-long PTSD and trauma.  

 

A second goal identified by respondents was to increase family strengths ï their protective factors ï and 

the tools available to families to address their own issues in the future without DCFS involvement. As one 

administrator described, ñHomeWorks is a way of opening their eyes to the realities of being a better 

parent and giving them the skill set so they can achieve that. I think everybody wants to be a good parent. 

I think a lot of our families just don't know how to do it.ò Third, a few respondents described a goal of 

HomeWorks as creating more meaningful home visits, such that caseworkers were engaging families in 

learning and skill building activities during visits. Finally, a fourth goal identified improvement in 



Utah Title IV-E Final Report | May 2019 

 

109 

 

caseworker assessment skills, specifically the incorporation of evidence-based assessment tools such as 

the UFACET and SDM. 

 

Most respondents indicated they were aligned with the vision and philosophy behind HomeWorks. One 

respondent summarized, ñI think itôs the right thing to do [keeping children in the home] é And I think 

itôs better for kids. I think itôs better for families. I think itôs better for our society, too.ò Stakeholders 

universally expressed the belief that families should be kept together when possible, supporting an 

overarching goal of the waiver. 

 

Responses were somewhat mixed about the extent that the vision was shared among stakeholders. The 

majority of DCFS respondents felt that, internally, the vision was largely shared, although it was reported 

that some caseworkers still were not on board. One respondent characterized variability in the extent to 

which people embraced the vision as, ñYou know, thereôs a blending. I donôt think thereôs an absolute 

yes, everybody buys off on it 100 percent of the time, but they buy off on it sometimes.ò Regarding 

external stakeholders, however, there was a stronger perception that not all community partners bought in 

to the vision; for example: there continued to be community partners who advocated for the removal of 

children and did not prioritize considering how to keep children safety in the home. At the same time, it 

was generally perceived that understanding of and support for the vision had improved. 

 

Environment 
Findings from the first round of interviews indicated that there was preliminary support for HomeWorks, 

but implementation was still in the early stages. Staff expressed support for what they perceived to be 

positive aspects of HomeWorks. These included appreciation of the focus on strengthening families, 

supporting the idea of helping children remain in their own home if possible, and having concrete tools 

(e.g., website, manual) to use in their casework. There was also positive feedback regarding how 

HomeWorks was rolled out and the accompanying training. A respondent explained, ñThe way they 

presented it has been good. And theyôve done it in pieces, and so it hasnôt been overwhelming. They 

havenôt just thrown it at us and said, go out and do it.ò Interviewees talked about trainers getting into the 

meaning behind different protective factors, and that this type of explanation was encouraging and 

facilitated acceptance of the HomeWorks principles.  

 

Respondents further emphasized the importance of a hands-on approach, whereby staff would become 

more proficient with HomeWorks and begin to buy-in as they went out into the field and attempted to 

implement new practices. Additionally, it was reported that administrative and supervisor support were 

crucial to encouraging staff support. As one respondent explained, ñI think just the continued support 

administratively, the hands-on, the willingness to mentor and shadow, the support we receive from our 

supervisors. I think those are all major contributing factors to the success of this program. And people 

having good positive outlooks.ò It was suggested that just as HomeWorks teaches listening skills and 

ways to work through client resistance, the same principles of a strength-based approach and positive 

practice model were also helpful with staff who encountered obstacles to implementation of HomeWorks.  

 

Challenges to gaining full support of the HomeWorks initiative included lack of resources and challenges 

unique to rural areas, caseworkers feeling like HomeWorks was nothing new or just another new 

program, and concerns about child safety. There were several concerns expressed that, while the 
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workload was increasing with HomeWorks, the resources were not. There was concern that caseworkers 

with already high caseloads would simply have more work added to their plates.  

 

One of the overarching themes regarding the organizational environment was the sentiment that change is 

difficult. Staff support was perceived by respondents to be variable ï a ñmixed bagò of caseworkers who 

had embraced HomeWorks and caseworkers who were still resistant or hesitant to fully come on board. 

Some caseworkers, they described, were on the fence about it and waiting to see whether the new practice 

model would really catch on; others were resentful and deeply resistant. Additionally, some respondents 

expressed concern that there might be times when child safety could be put more at risk in an effort to 

maintain children in their homes, and that certain cases were not appropriate for an in-home services 

approach. Newer caseworkers were reported to be more amenable to HomeWorks, while some of the 

older caseworkers ï in their positions for many years ï were perceived as still stuck in old ways of doing 

business. Respondents also believed that staff support would increase once they started to see some 

positive results from HomeWorks.  

 

Respondents also provided feedback about DCFSô communication processes about the HomeWorks 

implementation. Interviewees commented that leadership was very approachable when they had questions 

and responded promptly with helpful answers. Another positive viewpoint expressed was that staff from 

the Southwest Region had visited with caseworkers in the Northern Region and had an open dialogue 

around any areas of concern regarding HomeWorks implementation. An interviewee reiterated, ñNorthern 

has been great. They're sharing whatever they can with us.ò Again, it was expressed that leadership and 

supervisorsô willingness to hear both positive and negative feedback, along with requests for more 

resources, helped keep communication flowing within the different levels of the organization.  

 

Challenges experienced in the Southwest Regionôs communication around implementation had to do with 

a lack of information around the initiative prior to roll out, and the perception that there were some 

duplicative processes inherent to adding the UFACET assessment. Some Southwest staff were frustrated 

because they heard HomeWorks was being implemented in the Northern Region and did not understand 

why information about the initiative could not have been shared with Southwest at the same time. Staff 

identified duplicative processes such as the risk and safety assessments completed by CPS not 

transferring to the ongoing caseworker, thereby requiring the caseworker to repeat the assessments. It was 

also noted that the UFACET was not connected directly to development of the service plan. A stakeholder 

explained, ñWe've got caseworkers doing their service plan over here on this program and then we've got 

the web-based program for the UFACET. There's no blendingò.  

 

Support from the broader community and child welfare system partners was similarly described as 

variable during the first round of interviews. Many community partners were perceived to be 

provisionally supportive, but wanted to see results from HomeWorks before they fully bought in. 

Interviewees shared that judges seemed to be getting used to caseworkers using HomeWorks terminology 

in their court reports. In cases where there were judges newer to their positions, DCFS leadership held 

educational meetings for them.  

 

Some community partners, however, were seen as being more resistant or difficult to work with. One 

respondent reported that even some of the AAGs were resistant and tended to be strong advocates for 
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child removals. However, some respondents believed that in time, community partners would begin to 

come around once they began to see positive outcomes. An interviewee explained, ñItôs still pretty new. I 

think theyôre kind of holding back to see if it really is going to work.ò 

 

One area of uncertainty among stakeholders was what to do with substance abuse cases. One interviewee 

summarized this uncertainty: ñThere's confusion among all of us about where do we stand, what does the 

research show that we should be doing with not only mothers that are using during pregnancy but mothers 

and fathers; the environment. Are you able to parent if you [use drugs]?ò Finally, the community resource 

collaborative toolkit was discussed as one vehicle to help layout a process to bring community partners 

together where conversations such as the one regarding substance use and parenting might begin to take 

place. 

 

Respondents further expressed that it might have been too soon in local implementation efforts to have 

established clear and consistent communication with external stakeholders to support HomeWorks. An 

interviewee described, ñWe want to reach out and have everybody understand this and collaborate on this, 

but it feels like we're just kind of learning it ourselves stillé I think when we start using it then the people 

in the community will also start using it and understanding it.ò Training for external stakeholders was an 

area mentioned that could be augmented in addition to increased resources. Increased resources, 

specifically, was suggested to convince judges to buy into HomeWorks. Interviewees suggested 

cultivating providers who could offer immediate, temporary respite services to stressed-out parents. 

 

Regarding overall system collaboration, interviewees discussed two strengths in this area: the helpful 

nature of meetings and success working with judges. Multidisciplinary meetings, local inter-agency 

council meetings, youth meetings, and meetings with the court were all mentioned as positive vehicles 

during which DCFS could build on relationships and collaborate among allied agencies. They were also 

mentioned as opportunities to train and educate system partners on HomeWorks principles. Furthermore, 

interviewees perceived some early successes in collaborating with judges because judges seemed to like 

the use of SDM. A stakeholder shared, ñThey're [the judges] interested in SDM, they know what it is, 

they use that vocabulary, they have dialogues in their court hearings, what does SDM say, or the 

caseworkers say SDM says this risk level, then they're having more confidence in that than just a case 

worker's opinion.ò Judges also expressed some level of optimism that SDM might help organize decisions 

and positive changes for families.  

 

Regarding challenges related to system collaboration, stakeholders again identified that transitioning a 

case from CPS through adjudication with the court system and then onto DCFS for in-home services was 

much slower than it should be for families. Interviewees shared that in an effort to overcome this hurdle, 

DCFS staff were going into the field alongside CPS caseworkers in order to begin building relationships 

with families at that ground level, as opposed to waiting two or more months for the process to unfold. 

Additionally, interviewees expressed some frustration around which cases qualified for peer parenting 

services. One interviewee shared that when they requested peer parenting for families, they had received 

some discouragement from using the service. The perception was that this discouragement probably 

stemmed from an overall lack of resources, but it was shared as being in contrast to the goals and message 

behind HomeWorks.  
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Finally, data related to the service array and resources during the first round of interviews was largely 

deficit based, indicating that there were many service and resource needs for the Southwest Region to 

effectively implement HomeWorks and serve families. Relapse prevention was identified as one of the 

top needed resources to maintain children safely in their homes, as were substance abuse providers and 

clinicians in general. Respondents described the rural nature of the Southwest Region, and the one 

residential substance abuse provider, had a wait list of several months. The only other treatment provider 

was an agency that provided outpatient services only. More therapists, caseworkers, and foster parents 

were also requested during the interviews. A hiring freeze was mentioned as having increased remaining 

caseworkersô caseloads without the ability to replace those caseworkers who had moved on. Housing and 

transportation were also listed as ongoing needs for clients, and interviewees shared that they had recently 

lost the ability to provide bus passes for their clients, which had negative impacts for families. 

 

During the second round of interviews, respondents noted several strengths with regard to the 

organizational environment, including strong leadership support for HomeWorks, an agency focus on 

continual improvement, an emphasis on open communication, sharing, and peer learning among front-line 

staff, and a commitment to recognizing and rewarding successes. ñI think the constant, not necessarily 

pressure, but constant instruction, constant reinforcement of HomeWorks from the top down is something 

that... I think if that constant support is being implemented itôll get there,ò one respondent expressed.  

 

A few interviewees spoke about HomeWorks in terms of the practice becoming part of the culture of 

DCFS. One administrative-level respondent, for example, explained, ñOur teams that focus on the in-

home servicesé [are] doing a really good job of, you know, kind of creating a culture ofé working with 

the HomeWorks model, andé supervisors have set up a good expectation of, you know, this is how we 

do the work.ò A caseworker noted that the practice was well aligned with the pre-existing philosophy of 

the agency, and an administrative-level respondent observed that the HomeWorks philosophy aligned 

with the reason many caseworkers entered the field in the first place, which was to be a change agent and 

help families improve their situation. These factors helped to facilitate the uptake and buy-in of 

HomeWorks among caseworkers. 

 

Respondents generally perceived that most caseworkers and supervisors were supportive of HomeWorks. 

It was reported that initially, older caseworkers were more resistant towards the practice change, but that 

even these individuals were coming around to it. In discussing her initial resistance towards HomeWorks, 

for example, one caseworker explained that the main issue was poor understanding of the model early on, 

which translated into a lack of support for it. This respondent emphasized the importance of clear 

communication and training to ensure that staff fully understand the practice and the reason for the 

change. The overarching sentiment expressed was that caseworkers were seeing the value of HomeWorks 

and becoming increasingly supportive as a result. An additional observation was that there was still some 

adjustment occurring among foster care and CPS caseworkers, since initially only in-home caseworkers 

were targeted for roll out of the intervention, but there was widespread buy-in to the philosophy of 

HomeWorks, even if certain caseworkers were still figuring out how to implement it into practice. 

 

One challenge that was noted was caseload size and the amount of staff time that true implementation of 

the practice required. Caseworkers might be supportive of the philosophy, but they might not have the 

time to visit families as frequently as they should or to engage families as much as they would like. Being 
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in a rural community further exacerbated the situation, as it could require several hours of travel to visit 

one family. Another challenge that was identified was lack of understanding among specialized support 

staff who might not have been trained on HomeWorks. One respondent expressed that it would be helpful 

if there was greater understanding among staff of the different roles and positions within the agency and 

how caseworkers could better support one another. 

 

The dominant perception during the second round of interviews regarding the broader community 

environment was that the majority of community partners supported the concept of keeping children in 

the home as long as they were safe, although they might not all know the HomeWorks program by name. 

Specific partners that were discussed as being on board included mental health providers, Attorneys 

General, GALs, defense attorneys, and judges, although it was noted that there was some degree of 

individual variability among these stakeholders. For example, one judge expressed enthusiastic support 

for HomeWorks and a belief that it focused on the best interests of children, while another judge was 

more cautious in expressing support, as exemplified in the following narrative: 

 

Generally, Iôm in favor of it. I think, in some ways it goes against historic practice to some 

degree, and against intuitive practice to some degreeé I think we all have an intuitive reaction to 

keep kids safe, and when parents are smoking meth every day, itôs a little hard to envision a 

scenario where they are not going to be at-risk. Buté most of us are wise enough to at least defer 

to some degree to statistics and, overall, kids, if we leave in the home, theyôre going to do better, 

you know, to a point. So, conceptually, Iôm in favor of it. But I think at times the pendulum 

swings too far that way. I think at times thereôs a push to leave them in the home when I just 

donôt think itôs the right thing to do.  

 

Schools were described as on board to some extent, but with considerable variability across the districts. 

Although some respondents expressed uncertainty about whether community partners were even aware of 

HomeWorks, others reported that there was awareness and open communication with these stakeholders. 

For example, interviewees described hearing judges talk about the UFACET in court and reported that 

community partners and providers had exhibited an understanding of protective factors. 

 

The community environment was further characterized by respondents as one in which there was 

willingness to engage in discussion and where partners were supportive of one another. ñI think that 

thereôs a good dialogue between the parties,ò a GAL stated. A supervisor expressed that, although there 

were limited community resources, community partners and providers were always willing to come 

together to collaborate and problem solve. It was reported that community partners participated in various 

collaborative committees and roundtables, such as the Table of Six, which included judges, public 

defenders, Attorneys General, GALs, mental health providers, and other community partners. At these 

meetings, DCFS provided training and education on various components of HomeWorks, such as the 

SDM and UFACET, and also shared data and results related to HomeWorks.  

 

In addition, efforts were made to involve community partners in staffings and family team meetings in 

order to include their feedback and input. It was reported that HomeWorks items were part of the agenda 

for these meetings, so they provided an opportunity to further reinforce the concepts among partners and 

providers. Finally, it was also reported that caseworkers spent time educating community partners about 
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the HomeWorks philosophy when they encountered confusion or misunderstanding among these 

stakeholders. 

 

Several respondents expressed that there was still some resistance among certain community partners, 

who were described as having a ñwait and see what happensò attitude. Law enforcement in particular was 

described by a number of interviewees as not having fully bought-in yet. A few also indicated that they 

still experienced resistance from legal partners on occasion. A caseworker expressed that when legal 

partners such as the judge are not on board, it could prevent the caseworker from implementing 

HomeWorks with that case. Some concern was also expressed that community partners might view cases 

that ultimately resulted in a removal as evidence of failure. While partners were generally perceived to be 

supportive, respondents identified community partnersô resistance as a potential barrier to the success of 

HomeWorks. 

 

The general public, on the other hand, was described as a ñmixed bagò in terms of their support for in-

home intervention. It was noted that there had not been as much education with the general public, which 

meant that they often made judgments about the child welfare system based on their own predispositions. 

A few respondents expressed that there was a need to reach the broader community. There was also a 

perceived need to garner greater political support. One respondent reported that the legislature had not 

been very supportive of DCFS in the past, and another expressed that they would like to see the 

legislature informed about HomeWorks research base, since they controlled the funding that was needed 

to support implementation and sustainability. 

 

Finally, lack of sufficient resources, particularly the array and capacity of available services, continued to 

be described as a significant barrier during the second round of interviews. Respondents identified 

domestic violence, mental health including child psychiatric services, substance abuse treatment, services 

for special needs children, affordable housing, and transportation as critical resources that were either 

inadequate or lacking altogether for some communities. Providers were described as being ñspread very 

thin,ò and wait lists for some services, such as inpatient substance abuse, were reported to be as long as 

nine months. Respondents expressed grave concerns that, in some circumstances, children were left in a 

home where severe substance abuse was occurring because no services were immediately available. The 

widely held perception was that DCFS needed to invest more in expanding the service array. In the words 

of one community stakeholder, ñI think DCFS could do more to get us more services. They swing a 

bigger club. They know the politics. They could do more.ò 

 

An administrative-level interviewee expressed the feeling that HomeWorks implementation had been 

ñunderpowered,ò explaining there was initial belief that additional resources would accompany the roll 

out, and it was disappointing when this did not happen. While it was reported that there were some small 

increases in certain services, such as increased capacity of the Families First program, resource 

development had not been anywhere near what was expected or what was needed from the respondentsô 

perspectives. A caseworker explained, ñThis seems to be the problem in our officeé There are some 

positive things, but at the end of the day it is a good idea, but it is a good idea without the means to do it 

the way that it should be done.ò  
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Lack of resources was reported to be particularly challenging for rural communities, where services were 

both sparse and difficult to access because they were spread out geographically and not easily reached by 

public transportation. Substance abuse was by far the most frequently reported problem for the region, 

with an expressed need to expand the availability of both residential treatment programs where parents 

could bring their children, and intensive outpatient treatment services.  

 

Considering the challenges presented by a lack of resources, one perceived strength of HomeWorks was 

that caseworkers provided some interventions directly, and thus were not entirely dependent upon 

external services. However, it was reported that caseworkers were stretched thin due to caseload sizes and 

the amount of travel required, and could not provide everything to meet familiesô needs; so there was still 

a need to expand community resources. One respondent further noted that in response to limited 

resources, the agency had become much more creative in thinking outside the box, for example, by 

utilizing informal supports such as relatives or churches as providers of safety management services. A 

couple of respondents added that additional funds had recently come into the regions to develop 

community resources, thus offering some hope of improving the situation and expanding the array of 

available services. 

 

Findings from the third and final round of interviews indicated that, at this point, staff had 

overwhelmingly bought into and embraced HomeWorks, and the framework was largely ingrained within 

DCFSô organizational culture. ñI mean, itôs just the way we do it, right?ò one CPS worker stated, 

reflecting the sense that HomeWorks had become óbusiness as usualô in the region. Another respondent 

noted that everybody within the agency was ñon the same page and everybodyôs using the same language 

and skill sets.ò While it was acknowledged that there had been some resistance to HomeWorks early in 

the implementation, the dominant perception was that resistant caseworkers had either come around to the 

practice change or had left the agency and moved on to other things when they realized these changes 

were not going away. One perception as to why the philosophy had been so strongly embraced was 

because it reflected what many viewed as simply being ñgood social workò practice. Another reason 

identified in the interviews was the administrationôs strong support for HomeWorks.  

 

Respondents in the final round of interviews discussed some remaining challenges with respect to staff 

support. One significant challenge continued to be the amount of extra time that HomeWorks cases 

required, which could be particularly challenging if caseloads were higher than recommended. Another 

challenge was that some caseworkers continued to have concerns about the safety of children in the home 

and struggled with trusting families in certain situations. As one CPS worker noted, ñAnd if [the in-home 

worker] donôt agree with our decision to keep them home, they almost work, you know, in a counter-

productive way to get the child removed.ò While it was perceived that this was not the norm, it was 

expressed that there continued to be some ñpockets of reluctance.ò Some frustration was also expressed 

among frontline caseworkers that administrators were out of touch with the reality of casework, and as a 

result, the guidance they provided was not always viewed useful or realistic. Furthermore, it was noted 

that there was still work to be done with fully incorporating HomeWorks into foster care cases, since the 

initial implementation had focused on in-home caseworkers, and expansion to CPS and foster care began 

later. 
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Support for HomeWorks among the community and system partners was described as variable, although 

many respondents noted that support had increased. It was reported that some partners bought into the 

philosophy more than others. For example, one respondent identified a community partner who had 

become an extremely strong advocate for in-home services, while certain partners continued to resort to 

removal as their first consideration. A CWA elaborated: 

 

When we meet and staff some difficult cases, I think the first reaction oftentimes is still the kid 

needs to be removed, you know. óLetôs think of a residential placement,ô or, óLetôs consider a 

placement.ô I find myself and my staff frequently having to slow things down, back up and say, 

óWell, wait a minute. Before we get to that point, what would it take to keep the kid in the home?ô 

 

Even though the region was several years into implementation, it was expressed that some stakeholders 

continued to have a ñwait and seeò attitude towards HomeWorks. A similar perception was that 

community partners were waiting to see if HomeWorks would stick, since they had seen many practice 

changes come and go over the years. At the same time, it was noted that numerous community partners 

were very responsive and open to being engaged as supports for in-home cases. 

 

External stakeholders who participated in interviews generally expressed support for the philosophy of 

HomeWorks and keeping children in the home, if  child safety was ensured. Some of their responses, 

however, indicated that they did not always agree with DCFS as to which cases were appropriate for in-

home services. One specific concern was inadequate resources, particular substance abuse services, to 

keep children safely in the home. Another concern was lack of trust. Speaking to these issues, a judge 

who expressed strong support for keeping children at home explained, 

 

The one barrier I think that exists is not being able to trust that if we are involved in the familyôs 

lives, that we can keep the kids home and the parents will keep the kids safe. So, what happens is 

because we canôt trust, for example, substance abuse disorder, some, I feel, think itôs just easier to 

take the kids out of the situation. So, one of the things weôve got to start developing is trust that 

the HomeWorks system will work. That we can create the kind of relationship with the parents 

that we need to keep kids safe. We need more folks that can go into homes like a Families First 

program or even just caseworker availability to visit once or twice a week to make sure those kids 

can stay in the home. I would much rather have someone stopping by a home every day to check 

on a family than have those kids taken out of that home. So, if we could expand the availability of 

eyes on the family at home, we could alleviate that trust issue and we can make sure that family 

knows, ñhey, weôre here. Weôre helping but weôre also watching you to make sure you do this the 

right way.ò 

 

Respondents also called for more support from the legislature. The primary concern was whether 

HomeWorks was adequately funded, and the need to ensure that legislators were on board with both 

continuing to fund in-home services and preferably, increasing funding. Several respondents identified the 

need to allocate more funding in order to hire more in-home caseworkers; related to funding, there was 

concern that, as the state realized decreases in the number of foster care cases, the legislature might cut 

child welfare funding rather reallocating those funds to sustain and expand in-home services. 
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Finally, respondents during the final round of interviews unanimously described a lack of adequate 

services and resources as one of the greatest barriers to success, repeatedly expressing that the Southwest 

Region did not have the necessary resources or funding to fully achieve the goals of HomeWorks. The 

sparsity of services in rural communities was a commonly reported challenge. As one respondent 

explained, ñI still think we need to focus on the rural areas, especially just the array of services that we 

have available to provide to families that are effective and that, you know, will have an impact on safety 

and allow us to keep kids home.ò Expanding on this issue, it was explained that part of the challenge was 

that there was not enough financial incentive for providers to set up offices in rural areas since there were 

not enough clients, and as a result there was a need for providers from larger areas to be willing to travel 

to rural communities. Another respondent indicated that this was a concern from the beginning that state 

leadership did not adequately address:  

 

When they rolled out HomeWorks, as I was talking to the person that they had kind of put over 

ité I said, ñYouôre asking me to make chocolate chip cookies without any chocolate chips.ò I 

said, ñSo whereôs my chocolate chips?ò And meaning resourcesé So I said, ñYou guys are 

rolling something outé and you guys have this expectationé but you have not given us what we 

need to do the job.ò  

  

Responses indicated that concerns over services and resources were still prevalent, had not been resolved, 

and reflected disappointment expressed by many stakeholders that the waiver had not provided more 

resources. Lack of substance abuse providers (or insufficient substance abuse services) and a lack of 

providers who spoke Spanish were the most commonly reported gaps. 

 

Stakeholder Involvement 
For the most part, staff during the first round of interviews did not feel they had the opportunity to shape 

HomeWorks implementation. Respondents did indicate, however, that there had been opportunities to 

express the need for more resources in rural areas of the region. Additionally, stakeholders discussed a 

strong partnership and engagement between service level staff and state level administrators. While it was 

acknowledged that engagement varied by individual worker, it was expressed that those who sought 

answers or for their voice to be heard by the State Office were heard. Staff further reported that they had 

been involved in and continued to be involved in and benefiting from brown bags and peer-to-peer 

learning; for example, one regional office visiting another. Being able to have a frank discussion about 

logistics from one implementer to another, rather than speaking in hypotheticals, was reassuring to the 

newly implementing region. 

 

There was limited information from the first round of interviews regarding ways in which external 

stakeholders had been involved in planning and implementation for HomeWorks. It was noted that 

stakeholders from education, juvenile justice, GALs, the Office of the Attorney General, and welfare were 

part of a quality improvement committee focused on HomeWorks and changing the mentality around 

placement decisions and removal rates. Additionally, a need to better engage and improve collaboration 

with the drug court was identified. Interviewees perceived that drug court staff did not understand the 

strain of multiple demands experienced by parents.  
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Inclusion of families and youth in waiver planning and implementation was described as both a struggle 

and an unknown. Respondentsô acknowledged that it could be hard reaching out to parents and asking 

them to volunteer their time as advocates when DCFS was the entity that made child placement decisions 

based on things parents may have done wrong.  

 

During the second round of data collection, most front-line staff who participated in an interview (both 

supervisors and caseworkers) indicated that they had not been involved in any planning or decision-

making processes; their primary involvement had been in receiving training and working to implement 

HomeWorks into practice. Several further expressed that they were not aware of any opportunities to be 

involved, while a few reported that they knew of other staff or offices that had been involved. One 

supervisor, however, described ways in which the staff in her unit had been engaged in developing 

activities and materials at the local level to support staff in the implementation of HomeWorks: 

 

My staff has been really involved with coming up with ways to like organize their protective 

factor activities. One of my employees made like a [INAUDIBLE] drive with all this stuff on it. 

Another one like printed off binders of everything. My senior assistant case worker has made 

things for all of the caseworkers like little cards to take with them on home visits and we have 

done things to celebrate like in staff meeting and they choose like their reinforcements, what they 

want, if theyôre doing well. Like just little things like that thatôs just kept it at our forefront and 

kept it on our minds. 

 

Administrative-level respondents seemed to be more aware of ways in which staff were involved in the 

development and refinement of HomeWorks. Since there had been considerable staff turnover, many 

current staff were not a part of the initial development and implementation process. Two respondents 

discussed the importance of staff feedback throughout the implementation process and described DCFS as 

being open and receptive to feedback from front-line staff. ñThat was the approach the whole way; 

gaining feedback, being open to receive feedback from staff, and involving them in the processes,ò one 

respondent described. Another added that, ñThereôs a lot of cross feeding [sharing across regions] going 

on. But thereôs a good feedback path, too. And thereôs an openness to be receptive to that.ò One 

respondent noted that the agency relied a great deal on feedback from front-line staff but felt the process 

could be more formal.  

 

Additionally, another respondent reported that DCFS had established workgroups to help with the 

development of various components of HomeWorks, which included staff from each region of the state, 

and that the state had staff pilot various components and provide feedback in order to refine the model 

and tools. One caseworker reported that she was a member of a workgroup and expressed that DCFS had 

been very receptive to the feedback that she and the other workgroup members provided, adding that she 

had already seen changes based on their input. Thus, it appeared that there were some opportunities for 

staff involvement and input, although not all staff were aware of or offered such opportunities. 

 

Regarding the involvement of external stakeholders, most interviewees indicated that they had not been 

included in any planning or decision making for HomeWorks, but they had received training and 

education from DCFS on the new model and the shift towards greater use of in-home services. It was 

reported that trainings were provided to GALs and peer parents. Furthermore, one respondent described 
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the Table of Six, an initiative aimed at engaging judges. This effort was intended to ensure that judges had 

the necessary information to support HomeWorks. 

 

Several respondents from DCFS expressed a need for greater training and engagement of community 

partners. While it was reported that many community partners had heard of HomeWorks by this time, 

there continued to be misunderstandings or limited knowledge among stakeholders. One respondent 

discussed the issue in detail: 

 

I think thereôs still a misconception out there, to some degree, about what HomeWorks is, and I 

always take the opportunity to correct the thinking when it comes up in meetings or whateveré 

That HomeWorks is just in-home services. Because a lot of times, youôll hear it used 

interchangeably, that HomeWorks is just providing in-home service. And that, you know, and my 

correction is, no, HomeWorks is an approach, itôs not just about providing in-home services. Itôs 

an approach to, you know, help strengthen parent capacity to safely care for their children, 

regardless of where their children are located at the time that youôre trying to do that. So they can 

be out-of-home, but you still use the philosophies and the approach of HomeWorks, with the idea 

that youôre trying to make home work again, right? 

 

Respondents identified local mental health and substance abuse providers, drug court, law enforcement, 

and education as critical stakeholders who needed to be educated about the HomeWorks initiative. 

Respondents expressed a sense that these partners were not ñon the same pageò and did not understand 

child welfare practice or the requirements of the child welfare agency. 

 

There was also widespread consensus that parent and youth representatives were not involved in planning 

or decision-making processes. Many interviewees expressed little awareness about whether such efforts 

existed, especially among front-line staff. A few respondents conveyed the perception that the agency 

could make more of an effort to solicit family feedback. In the words of one respondent, ñI think theyôre 

the experts of their own lives. They know what's gonna be beneficial to them and their families. So, I 

think at the very least getting their feedback and how is this really helping?ò 

 

Another individual reported that obtaining family feedback often happened informally rather than 

formally, such as during family team meetings, when the family might be asked to share their opinions on 

the services they received and what they still needed. One administrative-level respondent reported that 

there had been some effort to engage families formally, but it had not been particularly successful. This 

individual stated that it was challenging to engage families because often they did not want to participate, 

or encountered barriers that inhibited their participation. 

 

At the case-level, on the other hand, respondents described families as being very involved in planning 

and decision making related to their individual case. It was reported that families were engaged through 

the UFACET and family team meetings. As one caseworker explained, ñWe try to help them have a voice 

in whatôs happening and kind of in developing their services to help, you know, to what they need.ò 

Another caseworker elaborated as follows: 
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They're heavily involved now. We're doing our assessment with them in those homes. They're 

heavily involved in those child family team meetings. I make sure that they know that, you know 

what? These are your meetings; we're here to try to support you. I want you to come up with 

ideas of things that would best fit your needs for your family. I think they take a major role in 

that. More than probably before. I think they always have, but not to this extent. 

 

Through these processes, it was reported that families were given the opportunity to provide their input 

and feedback, although challenges with family engagement remained at the case level. High caseloads 

and limited caseworker time presented significant barriers to families and may have prevented or limited 

the extent to which they were engaged.  

 

Finally, very limited feedback was provided during the third round of interviews in relation to stakeholder 

involvement. One CPS caseworker noted the importance of obtaining input from caseworkers on the 

ground, explaining, ñOver the years Iôve seen people come in or moved quickly to administration. And 

then theyôve got their ideas, and they just arenôt logical at all if you look at them.ò In contrast, this 

respondent expressed that frontline caseworkers could best provide feedback about which practices were 

effective.  

 

External stakeholders that participated in this round of interviews unanimously reported that they had not 

been involved in any planning efforts related to HomeWorks. One respondent from the GAL program 

discussed multiple trainings that she had attended to learn about HomeWorks, as well as educational 

materials that had been provided by DCFS. Additionally, a couple respondents described their 

involvement at the case-level, for example, participating in family team meetings or discussing with 

DCFS the kinds of services being provided to a family on an in-home service case. There was no 

discussion regarding the involvement of family or youth representatives during this final round of 

interviews. 

 

Organizational Capacity and Infrastructure 
In first round of interviews, emergent themes related to organizational capacity to implement the waiver 

in the Southwest Region included policy and procedures, funding, technical assistance and training, 

supervision, assessment protocols, caseworker skills, family engagement, oversight and quality 

improvement processes. 

 

First, stakeholders indicated that there was a strong sentiment among those driving policy and procedures 

that HomeWorks was here to stay. An interviewee commented, ñIf you donôt want to do it, you better find 

a new job. Weôve got our policy in place, and our marching orders, and we do it.ò Second, some 

challenges with implementing HomeWorks were noted around the need for standardization of 

communication processes, access to updated user-friendly practice guidelines, and procedural issues using 

various assessments. A respondent mentioned that there seemed to be much confusion regarding case 

decisions: ñYou ask ten different people what should happen on one case and you get ten different 

answers, thereôs just ten different opinions.ò Updating practice guidelines was described as an ongoing 

process at the time. As one administrative-level respondent stated, ñWe are in the process of revamping 

the whole thingéIôd hate it for another state to say, óHey, send me your in-home guidelines.ô Iôll be like ï 
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hold on a minute, let me just clean up a few pieces.ò Thus, responses indicated that work was still needed 

to fully align policy and procedures with HomeWorks. 

 

Awareness and use of updated practice guidelines were indications of procedural issues with various 

types of assessments ranging from tracking information for quality assurance to the roles and use of 

assessment tools. For example, a caseworker mentioned the contrast between the Child and Adolescent 

Needs and Strengths (CANS) assessment and the UFACET assessment: ñCANS gives you a result at the 

end of the assessment ï this is the level the child should be at, and the UFACET doesnôt - itôs kind of up 

to your own judgment... itôs nice to have a recommendation to follow and then we can override that 

suggestion or not.ò Major themes related to assessments, were the workload of caseworkers and their 

interest in having an integrated assessment tool supported by integrated online systems. Another major 

theme was that the building up of the UFACET was intimidating but walking through the assessment in 

trainings and having hands-on practice was helpful. Finally, it seemed as though the UFACET was still 

undergoing development at the time of the interviews, as questions arose regarding its arose.  

 

Next, funding was raised across numerous interviews as a substantial challenge. Issues included pay rates 

and work load of caseworkers, the need for more community resources, parentsô ability to pay for services 

if they did not qualify for Medicaid and funding the system enough to be able to individualize service 

plans and treatment. Concern was raised that the regionôs low pay for caseworkers resulted in hiring very 

young caseworkers with little or no previous experience with children or child welfare work beyond their 

degree program. A second concern was caseworker turnover due to lack of opportunities to advance to 

higher pay rates within DCFS. Additionally, there was the perception that HomeWorks increased the 

work load per case without any increase in pay rates or decrease in caseloads. Interviewees further 

articulated a need for more resources within their local communities in order to better serve families, 

particularly with regard to funding services for families that do not qualify for Medicaid. 

 

Another major topic of discussion from the interviews was the provision of training and technical 

assistance related to HomeWorks. Main themes that emerged were the importance of sharing the 

HomeWorks vision and tools with partner agencies and contractors, training follow-up sessions such as 

brown bag meetings, and the importance of not only learning the theory and tools of HomeWorks but 

getting the chance to practice it as well. In multiple interviews, the importance of collaboration with 

partner and contracted agencies was raised, and DCFS staff expressed the need for such agencies to know 

the vision and language of HomeWorks in order to implement it successfully. A respondent noted that 

presenting about HomeWorks at conferences held by partner agencies and community organizations was 

a positive way to make connections and train on HomeWorks. Commentary regarding staff training 

showed that providing initial HomeWorks training, sharing best practices among offices, and ensuring 

follow-up training in the form of brown bag meetings were positive implementation strategies for 

HomeWorks. Sharing resources and tools seemed to be a positive practice and there was a positive 

attitude regarding online HomeWorks resources.  

 

Respondents also spoke on the topic of family engagement. Themes in this area included the importance 

of being perceived as genuine with parents, getting parents interested in the process of change, 

overcoming resistance to change, and having DCFS adapt its organizational reputation from watchdog to 

parent resource. Interviewees discussed how to generate interest among parents to pursue positive growth 
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and change. One issue mentioned was helping parents realize that smaller changes were not as difficult 

and starting somewhere was better than remaining in a place of feeling completely overwhelmed with 

their individual circumstances. A concrete suggestion was made that staff be allowed to make color 

copies of handouts, which they felt might be visually more appealing, less likely to be tossed aside with 

other handouts, and help facilitate learning. 

 

It was also stated by several interviewees across roles that both parents and staff would be changed as 

DCFS changed their practice to target and build up existing strengths of families. A caseworker 

described, ñIf weôre in their lives more often in a supportive role, pointing out what their strengths are, 

they might actually see that maybe we care, and then I think that we could overcome some family 

resistance.ò A respondent stressed that DCFS needed to be seen not just as a policing agency, but as a 

resource to families: ñI think sometimes parents are reluctant to come to DCFS when they have issues 

because theyôre fearful of how DCFS will react.ò 

  

Finally, respondents during the first round of interviews discussed oversight and quality improvement 

processes that were in place related to HomeWorks. Three central themes emerged: assessments 

happening within shorter timeframes, supervisors were increasingly open to negative feedback, and the 

QCR audit was not capturing the quality of home visits. First, respondents indicated that the UFACET 

process helped speed timely completion of assessment, an historical area of struggle for DCFS. Second, 

improving the implementation process called for supervisors and the leadership team to be open to 

negative feedback and suggestions, and not just to positive comments; this feedback was important for 

fine tuning and midcourse corrections. ñDialogue is good,ò stated an interviewee, ñthere has to be a 

balance between positive and negative.ò Third, it was expressed that the current QCR audit did not 

necessarily capture the quality of visits with a family and focused primarily on quantity. It was suggested 

that data on the quality of visits might be important to ongoing efforts to implement and build on 

HomeWorks practice.  

 

Data collected during the second round of interviews provided greater insight into the development of 

organizational capacity related to HomeWorks. First, respondents expressed mixed views regarding 

whether their organizationôs current policies and operating procedures were in alignment with the goals of 

HomeWorks. On the positive side, some stakeholders expressed that it helped them fine tune what had 

already been the agencyôs goal: keeping children safe and returning them home whenever possible. 

Respondents expressed a difference between HomeWorks implementation and what had been available; 

HomeWorks brought more concrete tools to implement DCFSô vision. One administrator stated that they 

felt it helped caseworkers ñmeaningfully intervene in a way thatôs going to have some impact.ò 

 

Second, respondents described specific steps that had been taken to incorporate HomeWorks into 

practice, for example, having HomeWorks as a standing agenda item at team meetings and making sure 

service plans were based on each familyôs UFACET. As a result of these steps, respondents talked about 

having more of a focus on the long-term goals for a family, and service plans were much more 

individualized than they had been in the past. In-home practice guidelines had also been reviewed and 

adapted to fit HomeWorks. 
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Although these more positive themes were present, substantially greater amounts of data clustered around 

lack of resources to implement HomeWorks, areas still needing to be brought into alignment, and many 

concrete suggestions for policy and procedure change. There was significant discussion regarding barriers 

to full HomeWorks implementation, including: caseload size, a required 40-hour work coupled with a low 

pay rate, seemingly ignoring increased travel time in rural areas. Interviews with administrators and 

caseworkers showed they recognized these challenges across the region and understood how they 

prevented caseworkers from implementing HomeWorks to the intended and desired level. For example, 

conducting four, monthly home visits per case was described as an unrealistic goal given current 

caseloads. A caseworker from one of the more rural areas of the region spoke to these challenges: 

 

There are some positive things [about HomeWorks], but at the end of the day it is a good idea 

without the means to do it the way that it should be done. For example, one of our HomeWorks 

homes is about a six-hour round-trip to the home, so when you include the visit you are looking at 

a full day to do one visit. If your UFACET comes back and says that you need to go four times a 

month that is one day each week and 20% of your workload which is impossible to do. There 

isnôt any way to do that with 15 to 20 cases. Even though we say this to the people in Salt Lake, 

unless you take that trip, you don't understand it and they tell us that they sympathize with us but 

they keep telling us that there is nothing they can do. 

 

Interviews consistently indicated that addressing these challenges for rural areas needed to happen in 

order to fully embrace and implement HomeWorks. Another member from a rural office lamented, ñwe 

are a jack of all trades and masters of none,ò referring to the many hats they wear when they have mixed 

caseloads and the formidable travel distance challenge with face-to-face contacts in rural areas. There was 

discussion in interviews that the idea that a visit with a family had to include the children all four times a 

month was both daunting and also left out an opportunity to check up on parents when children were not 

present. The suggestion was made that the requirement be changed to require children be present for two 

of the four home visits per month, and also take into consideration the particular level of risk. 

 

The federal guideline to limit the work week to 40-hours was also raised. At the time of these interviews, 

a recent change had occurred for supervisors. Previously, they had been exempted from the 40-hour 

limitation because if they worked more than 40 hours one week they could ñfloatò excess hours to the 

next week, thereby accommodating the ebb and flow of casework demands. With the new federal rule, if 

their income fell below $50,000, they were prohibited from such flexibility. Staff were coping by 

spending time ñin preparationò for home visits, with encouragement from above to make the time spent 

with families as worthwhile as possible, since it might be more limited than HomeWorks guidelines 

suggested. Though not overtly stated, it appeared that the time caseworkers and supervisors spent ñin 

preparationò for HomeWorks activities might have involved working extra hours and not reporting them.  

 

The next area that respondents felt might need to be brought into better alignment was development of a 

policy that forced other system partners (specifically, juvenile justice, mental health, and education) to 

participate in HomeWorks. Interviewees spoke about how it was difficult getting these systems partners 

to team meetings, and how policy might be able to change that through requirements and audits. They 

also discussed how these system partners were much more likely to have one-sided views of what was 

going on with a family, with their experienced limited only to the child.  
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Stakeholders also raised issues that might be addressed by tweaking current training. First, it was 

expressed that the UFACET was largely based on self-report by families, but within the context of a child 

abuse or neglect situation, parents may minimize the extent of their substance abuse or domestic violence 

history. One caseworker stated, ñSelf-report is probably where we run into most of our issues with the 

UFACET tool itself.ò It was recommended that trainings incorporate how to address parentsô dishonesty, 

so caseworkers were not in situations where they knew the self-report was not accurate, but they did not 

know how to approach the family to get more accurate information.  

 

Second, interviewees asked that their trainings be updated to reflect more real-world families. A 

supervisor described the dilemma: 

 

Itôs rare that we have an in-home case that looks like that where a mom and dad are married and 

the kids are living in the home. Most of our in-home cases look like multiple homes, several 

divorces. Several different fathers and sometimes the training and the policy doesnôt match that 

and a lot of questions come up. We have a lot of custody issues come up that I donôt feel like our 

policy really leads us to answers. 

 

There was discussion concerning antiquated policy and its focus on the nuclear family; it needed to catch 

up with the current divorce rate. Caseworkers also called for training that included guidance on how to 

handle custody issues with the HomeWorks framework.  

 

Finally, stakeholders discussed how service plans were written. They understood the desire to have 

service plans be more individualized and based on the UFACET, as well as the requirement that they be 

updated every six months. However, respondents reported that most of the service plan was free-form text 

box; the suggestion was made that adding check boxes to specify whether a recommendation was 

originating from the UFACET, Court, or both, would be very helpful. In addition, if there was a way to 

add check boxes for completion of tasks or to indicate progress on tasks ï making updating the plan easier 

ï respondents offered that service plans could be updated even more frequently, better matching the 

fluidity of some cases. 

 

Funding again emerged as a significant issue during the second round of interviews. Responses centered 

on hiring more caseworkers, meeting familiesô financial needs, funding additional clinical services, and 

the need for community fundraising efforts. It was reported that more caseworkers were needed in order 

to reduce caseloads so caseworkers could spend more time with families, a central tenet of the 

HomeWorks model.  

 

Second, respondents talked about needing more funding to meet familiesô needs in a variety of ways, such 

as buying gas cards, bus passes (where public transportation was available) or other means of 

transportation, rent assistance, and assistance with other basic needs. Third, respondents sought funding 

for additional services, reporting that, at the time of the interviews, there was a ten-family wait for the 

Families First program. Respondents also talked about the impact of budget cuts over the years: 
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Weôve lost all of our divisionôs early intervention positions over the years. I've been here for 18 

years; Iôve watched us lose domestic violence programs and positions where we were offering 

intense services to victims and coordinating services for perpetrators. We've lost our youth 

service programs where we had early interventions in those homes before those kids came into 

care. I've watched our FAB team that worked with the communities and in the schools and mental 

health. We've lost those positions. We lost our family preservation positions, and without those 

other positions available, this is simply impossible. 

 

Families who no longer or never qualified for Medicaid were a significant category of need when it came 

to funding services that would be helpful to their case, or in many instances, were necessary for parents to 

complete their service plan. Specifically, for families not on Medicaid, psychological assessments, 

substance abuse services, and clinical services in general were not covered and a barrier to full 

HomeWorks implementation. The region also required mobile crisis response teams to better address the 

needs of families more quickly.  

  

Finally, the need for community fundraising was recognized. While staff did not feel this was something 

that they could necessarily take on internally within DCFS, there was a strong desire to have a community 

member or council of community members who served as liaison with foundations who could provide 

resources, envisioning that DCFS could provide detail around service gaps in meeting the needs of 

children and families in local communities. Also discussed was the need to ñbuild community 

infrastructureò in the areas where state level DCFS could not assist with generating additional funding. 

Some upper-level respondents did indicate that the state had recently allotted a pool of extra funding to be 

spent on prioritized needs identified by the region. It was not clear at the time of these interviews to what 

extent each level of respondents knew about this additional, though limited, pool of funds.  

 

Regarding the provision of training and technical assistance, respondents had uniformly positive things to 

say about trainings, and generally were quite satisfied. Conversations in interviews primarily focused on 

suggestions for the next level of training that was needed. First, respondents discussed the need for hands-

on training, moving beyond PowerPoint presentations toward observations of caseworkers during their 

home visits, as well as carefully going over reports caseworkers had completed and working with them on 

the inclusion of HomeWorks language. A supervisor explained: 

 

Finishing touches isnôt something thatôs really been done in this office in the past, it's something 

that I'm going to try to learn to start doing, which is you know, going through their plans and their 

team meetings and their minutes and their agendas and kind of evaluating the whole picture, how 

good are we doing at addressing this issue, this issue, we covered this. Iôm going to be doing one 

or two of those a month with my workers so that would probably help them if they were getting 

that kind of feedback. 

 

This idea of more in-depth training and technical assistance was important to the Southwest Region. 

Specifically, although caseworkers knew that they should be in the home four times per month, they 

wanted trainings that got down to exactly what their contacts with the family should look like. An 

example was provided during one of the interviews of a session at a recent supervisorôs conference that 

was a big hit with staff because it both provided a success story example (e.g., a family and case worker 
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spoke about their experience with HomeWorks and why it worked for them); twelve break out tables 

offered specific activities that caseworkers could master and bring home to the families with whom they 

worked. Regarding HomeWorks activities specifically, a need was expressed to have trainings around 

ñmore meaningfulò activities and how to do those activities on home visits. Respondents mentioned that, 

while they were trained on some basic activities, they felt these activities simply scratched the surface. An 

additional area of training respondents felt was needed, was drilling down on the UFACET, helping 

caseworkers better understand which and how many factors led to checking a ñyesò or ñnoò on the 

assessment tool. 

 

Furthermore, respondents wanting training to address some of the regionôs specific barriers to 

implementation. Discussion about the regionôs high turnover rate led to calls for ensuring new 

caseworkers were adequately trained. Another prominent issue was how best to provide HomeWorks 

training to the most rural offices, where caseworkers did everything from HomeWorks cases to CPS to 

foster care. One clear suggestion was to select one team member from each of those offices and train 

them more in-depth on HomeWorks, and referring in-home cases solely to that case worker, if possible. 

Another suggestion was simply to respect the variance in roles of caseworkers who attended HomeWorks 

trainings and acknowledge within the structure of trainings that caseworkers in rural areas wore many 

different hats.  

 

Supervision was identified as another important aspect of implementation. The majority of responses 

indicated that supervisors had achieved a level of comfort in mentoring on HomeWorks. Responses 

varied in terms of whether coaching sessions were specifically scheduled with a supervisor or if coaching 

sessions were ad hoc, less formal or preplanned. Interviewees were encouraged to discuss coaching in 

terms of what they had experienced, as opposed to confirming whether a specific type of activity was 

completed with them. Not surprisingly, they described that the frequency of coaching sessions varied 

from once a week to once a month. All of the Southwest interviewees described coaching as a one-on-one 

activity rather than a group activity. Respondents felt there was variability in coaching styles to match the 

different styles of supervisors, and this variability was acceptable so long as it produced mastery of the 

HomeWorks concepts. Respondents also felt that coaching sessions were tailored to each individual 

caseworker and their coaching needs. Caseworkers described their supervisor making suggestions about 

something specific to try with families, agreeing they would review how things went the following week.  

 

Some interviewees described coaching sessions as making the work more palpable or real. For example, 

an administrator described, ñas far as the Strengthening Families Protective Factors, I have a pretty strong 

grasp of what those are. [But] some of the areas that we struggle in is really how to strengthen them 

within a particular family. What it is that we use to address, you know, social connections?ò Coaching 

sessions were thought to get at more of these hands-on specifics. Another administrator talked about how 

typically social work was reactionary, and that the process of coaching would hopefully transition the 

HomeWorks process to being more thoughtful and planned.  

 

Coaching was discussed in terms of supervisorsô demonstrating mastery and use of the HomeWorks 

language and having other caseworkers and supervisors share what worked in their own practice, thereby 

facilitating peer learning. Additionally, interviewees talked about coaching in terms of helping to put the 
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ñfinishing touchesò on implementation. In this regard, coaching was an opportunity to review the status of 

each caseworkerôs implementation of the concepts into practice and help them get to the next level.  

 

Stakeholders also described taking feedback from the initial results of the saturation study in the 

Southwest Region and incorporating areas that needed to be changed into their coaching practice. One of 

the initial findings from the saturation study was that some caseworkers were struggling with having a 

negative attitude about HomeWorks or saying that it was not any different from what they had already 

been doing. An administrator wondered, ñWhat do we need to do to help them change their perceptions 

and their attitudes? And it might be different from one worker to another. So, it was actually taking all of 

those things and, strategically, letôs go back to work.ò Administrators also discussed coaching at the upper 

levels, so that the coaching process extended from regional administrator through caseworker. The notion 

of both ñfinishing touchesò and moving people to the next level of implementation existed at all levels.  

 

The level of caseworker skills in conducting a family assessment using the UFACET and SDM was 

another theme explored in the interviews. Three caseworkers commented that open communication and 

continued training, especially connecting the UFACET to the service plan, were the keys to successful 

implementation. There was agreement that the trainings already offered had been useful as far as 

explaining the intent of the UFACET, but that more training was necessary to address its application to 

service planning and court documentation. From the perspective of a supervisor, the use of the UFACET 

had many positive impacts: ñI've seen families, parents more engaged. I see our ability to assess and 

document progress increased with the UFACET.ò This respondent also described the difference between 

a worker ñjust being here for my home visit,ò and being more involved in actually helping a family with 

specific issues.  

 

Respondents added that another strength of the UFACET was that it was measurable, and that with 

periodic administration, one could identify the specific areas where there was or wasnôt progress with a 

family. A GAL also spoke about the positive impact of the UFACET on caseworker practice and 

reiterated the need for ongoing training for caseworkers. This respondent recommended that GALs 

receive additional training on the UFACET so that they could participate more actively in team meetings 

regarding use of the results. A judicial respondent was aware that the caseworkers were completing both 

the UFACET and SDM, and noted with regard to the SDM, ñEvery time I have a Shelter Hearing, I 

require it and they get them to me.ò 

 

Regional leaders agreed that use of the UFACET and SDM were helpful in making accurate assessments, 

in helping caseworkers be more confident in their decisions, and in measuring and monitoring whether 

caseworkers were making a difference with families. Leaders also agreed on the need for more training 

for caseworkers on both assessment tools. One leader identified an unexpected result: ñInitially, we really 

got rolling with the SDM and the UFACET and we were finding that, actually, because of what they were 

saying, we were removing when we might have normally left the children in thereé We had more 

information.ò This perspective suggests that incorporating better assessment tools might lead to increased 

removals, but perhaps with greater confidence in the decisions that were made. 

 

There was strong agreement across participants that since the introduction of HomeWorks there had been 

improvement in caseworker skills, especially in the area of family assessment. A supervisor described 
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how training had been helpful in improving caseworker skills, stating, ñWe just recently had a training on 

how to get the items from UFACET into our plans and into the court reports. And I know that's just 

paperwork but every time you do that it ingrains it more in your mind of the big picture.ò Another 

respondent noted that more focused training was needed for some long-term caseworkers with ingrained 

ways of approaching families that did not align with the HomeWorks model. 

 

Respondents also identified challenges related to improving caseworker skills. One challenge noted by 

several respondents was caseload size. As described previously, numerous respondents identified high 

caseloads as a significant barrier to effective implementation. One respondent offered the following 

explanation of why lower caseloads were important:  

 

You know when they first train it, they said that it doesnôt take more time and I donôt agree with 

that. I feel like it does take more time because if you are going to have a beneficial home visit, it 

requires planning ahead of time. It requires looking at the case, looking at the assessment, looking 

up like activities or information that would help the family best. You canôt just go in and [just] 

always be spontaneous.  

 

The view of another respondent was that effective implementation required a weighted caseload of 15 or 

lower depending on the number of children in each family. With caseloads any higher, there was a risk to 

both the relationship and one-on-one teaching between the caseworker and the family. Given the rural 

nature of the region, one recommendation was to set up a specialized unit for in-home cases with a 

reduced caseload.  

  

Interviews during the second round of data collection also explored factors that facilitated reaching 

saturation, only recently achieved in the region. Two related themes emerged regarding facilitators: a 

consistent focus on HomeWorks and a strong implementation framework. Respondents in various roles 

discussed the value of focus by everyone, including the state team. A caseworker commented, ñJust 

constant focus, I think, constant focus on it I think is helpful.ò Front-line staff also knew that HomeWorks 

was important to their supervisors: ñYou know, they talk a lot about that. And then the work is passed 

along.ò Another participant described focus this way: ñSo again, this large emphasis of sticking with 

brown bags, sticking with training, sticking with different aspects along the way to keep encouraging that 

no, this isnôt really going to go away, this is part of our practice.ò  

 

Some respondents described in detail the staged implementation of HomeWorks. ñWell it started with the 

education, you know. Here is what it is, here is the value. And then, the next step is bringing people on to 

the philosophy, and then the practice, the mentoring that needed to go along with it,ò as one respondent 

explained. During the implementation process, the region adjusted many forms and procedures to reflect 

the new way of doing business, such as including the UFACET on the 24-hour staffings and listing the 

five protective factors on the team meeting forms. One respondent noted that HomeWorks was now the 

way of doing business, and that new caseworkers would learn that this was the practice model for the 

region. 

 

Finally, respondents also discussed information they received to support continuous quality improvement 

related to implementation of HomeWorks. There was strong agreement that quality-related information 
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was available, although the types and forms of information differed. Respondents in regional leadership 

positions emphasized the use of quantitative data for performance indicators, such as the frequency of 

UFACET administrations. According to one respondent, an information analyst was available to run 

special data requests. For example, if a regionôs removal numbers were higher than the norm, the analyst 

could develop a report with detailed information regarding the types of cases and family dynamics. In 

addition to statistical data, a child welfare administrator mentioned the value of data received from 

supervisors through the ñsupervisor finishing touchesò process. This process, a monthly assessment 

review of an individual case, now included the HomeWorks checklist.  

 

Respondents at the caseworker and supervisor levels emphasized the value of different types of 

qualitative data and feedback, such as what happened at the brown bags and team meetings, including 

having other caseworkers share stories and insights about what techniques they used with their clients. 

One respondent noted the value of anecdotal case information, and that the overall message was the 

importance of the caseworkerôs relationship with the family and the degree of effort to help the family 

achieve their goals. Another participant commented on the value of reading minutes from team meetings 

ñto see the dialogue thatôs happening in relation to the HomeWorks, how well itôs working, the processes, 

how much it is being talked about, those kinds of things.ò A supervisor described how, when he/she 

accompanied a worker on a home visit, the feedback to the caseworker was much more concrete. Thus, 

responses suggested that a variety of information was being utilized to inform quality improvement 

regarding HomeWorks implementation. 

 

Several similar themes related to organizational capacity emerged during the final round of interviews in 

the Southwest Region. Additional feedback regarding policy and procedures was limited, but one 

responded spoke to the need to fully integrate HomeWorks into all areas of practice (e.g. CPS and foster 

care), not just in-home cases. While it was acknowledged that this was occurring, the process was 

described as ñchoppy.ò It was not clear from responses whether more was needed in order to fully align 

policies and procedures with HomeWorks, or whether this was primarily a practice issue. Respondents 

also identified other areas where clearer guidance was needed including: how to best respond to substance 

abuse cases, determining when it was appropriate to implement in-home services versus removal, more 

comprehensive guidelines, as well as training for safety planning.  

 

Respondents generally felt that caseworkers were effectively implementing HomeWorks into practice and 

were demonstrating the necessary skills to do so. As one respondent stated, it was widely viewed by staff 

as ñthe way we do business.ò It was reported that time constraints and caseload sizes continued to be 

ongoing challenges, but caseworkers were finding ways to work within limitations. An emphasis was also 

placed on continuing to ensure that home visits were meaningful and purposeful. Additionally, a few 

recommendations were offered in relation to caseworker skills, such as increasing utilization of 

motivational interviewing, which was perceived to be a highly effective but underutilized practice for 

engaging families. Another recommendation was to provide more opportunities for peer mentoring to 

help caseworkers who may not have fully bought in yet or were struggling with implementation: 

ñMentoring them with others that may be more successful at it and how they engage families ócause 

sometimes, you know, we get a defeated attitude thatôs like, you know, I donôt know if this is gonna 

work.ò Finally, a judge expressed the need for caseworkers to better explain and justify their safety 

assessments in court, providing specific reasoning as to why they believed a child was or was not safe. 
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Consistent with previous findings, the assessment tools implemented under HomeWorks (UFACET, 

SDM) were identified as highly effective and a strength of the practice model. One identified strength was 

that the assessments supported caseworkers in tailoring service plans to familiesô individualized needs. 

The fact that the assessments were evidence-based was also noted by respondents. Another strength was 

that the UFACET was seen as a useful tool for guiding a conversation with the family, and also 

highlighted family strengths as opposed to focusing only on deficits. Finally, respondents appreciated that 

the assessments provided concrete guidelines for caseworkers: ñWeôre not just going by gut feeling or 

doing some wishy-washy thing. Weôve got a framework that specifically says if theyôre, you know, at this 

level of risk, make this many home visits.ò 

 

Trainings and technical assistance for HomeWorks were generally described as another organizational 

strength, also consistent with previous findings. Respondents in this round of interviews did not offer 

much feedback regarding ways training could be improved or identify additional training needs. They did 

indicate, however, that some respondents did not have a strong grasp of HomeWorks or familiarity with 

the framework; knowledge seemed to vary by role and reflected the fact that initial rollout focused on in-

home caseworkers. This finding suggested a need for more widespread training on HomeWorks 

throughout DCFS to ensure that all staff had a clear understanding of the practice model and how it 

impacts their practice. 

 

Findings related to supervision were also very similar to those reported in the previous round. Once again, 

the majority of respondents indicated that supervisors and administrators were fairly comfortable and 

confident in mentoring on HomeWorks. There was, however, one CPS supervisor who expressed that 

he/she was not familiar enough with HomeWorks to mentor on it, and that it had not yet been integrated 

into CPS practice.  

 

It was reported that supervisors accompanied caseworkers in the field fairly regularly and attended family 

team meetings as part of their supervisory activities. Coaching included activities such as walking through 

the caseworkerôs completed UFACET and service plan and assessing the extent to which they reflected 

HomeWorks guidelines, as well as asking caseworkers directly where they needed help. ñFinishing 

touchesò were also noted again in this round as part of the supervision process. Also, as previously 

reported, coaching and mentoring were continuing at every level, from the regional administrator down to 

caseworkers. 

 

Regarding saturation, respondents identified a number of local facilitators, including ongoing training and 

brown bags, staffings, mentoring, and resources provided by the State Office, such as the HomeWorks 

website and HomeWorkables. One respondent noted that the support received from the State Office had 

been a substantial facilitator: 

 

From the state office level on down thereôs just been really goodé Theyôve been very 

responsive, and theyôve come down and whenever weôve needed, and asked, and provided, you 

know, technical assistance and consultation, and helped us to work on that. 
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It was also reported that discussion of HomeWorks had been embedded into regular staff meetings and 

case staffings. One way this was achieved was by adding the protective factors to meeting and staffing 

agendas. Furthermore, it was reported that staff meetings included discussions of how caseworkers were 

implementing different components of HomeWorks and sharing ñaha moments.ò Mentoring was 

described as another critical factor in achieving saturation, including the use of ñfinishing touches.ò The 

requirement that staff complete regular recertification for the UFACET was also noted. 

 

In thinking about sustainability, many of the same points identified as facilitators in reaching saturation 

were identified as factors that, it was believed, would support sustainability. For example, continued 

trainings and technical assistance, focusing on the application of HomeWorks principles during staff 

meetings, ongoing coaching and mentoring, and quality assurance processes such as the QCR, were 

commonly identified by respondents as factors that would support sustainability. As one respondent 

noted, ñKeeping it on the forefront is the biggest thing.ò Another important factor that was identified was 

support and buy-in for HomeWorks at all levels, but particularly from leadership, which respondents 

indicated had been strong and would hopefully continue. Additionally, one respondent noted the role of 

ñchampionsò at the local level, and the ways in which these individuals could be used to maintain 

momentum: ñI think that we kind of have some champions in the region of those people that tend to just 

really highly excel towards HomeWorks, and we're able to bring them into training.ò 

 

As before, issues pertaining to funding were widely viewed as substantial barriers to sustainability. First, 

the need for funding to hire more caseworkers was noted. Respondents emphasized that HomeWorks 

services were more time intensive, and caseloads needed to be kept down. Several respondents 

specifically identified the need to redirect savings from foster care to fund in-home services but were 

skeptical as to whether the legislature recognized this as a priority. Second, there was an identified need 

for more funding for services, especially in rural areas. One respondent noted, ñItôs becoming more and 

more expensive this work, dealing with substance abuse, dealing with mental health and trauma, but I 

think that investing in it early on for the long road will actually be more financially beneficial than trying 

to treat people when the problem is out of control.ò This response reflects the idea that spending more 

money upfront could realize cost-savings down the road, if the agency was able to prevent an escalation 

of the problem. Additionally, one respondent expressed that if DCFS wanted to expand the service array 

in rural communities, they would need to make it financially worthwhile for providers to go out to rural 

areas. Furthermore, one respondent indicated that it was unclear where funding for HomeWorks would 

come post-waiver, reiterating the idea that reallocating cost-savings from foster care was likely the best 

revenue source, although this would require legislative support.  

 

Finally, turnover was again identified as a barrier to sustainability, although it was not discussed as 

extensively as in the previous round of interviews. Among those respondents who addressed it, turnover 

was generally accepted as part of the reality of this work. As one respondent described, ñAnd I know that 

it seems like thereôs never any stability. Youôve always got change. Thatôs the one constant is change, but 

just frustrating as an administrator, and even more so as a supervisor. It just seems like youôre always one 

worker short on every team.ò These responses expressed the sense that offices were never functioning at 

full capacity, which made it difficult at times to focus on issues such as practice fidelity and quality 

assurance. Another responded added, ñWhen you are short staffed, you start to operate on a... kind of a... 

just a survival, putting out fires all the time.ò It was further noted that constant turnover required offices 
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to constantly get new staff up and running, but that process took several months to get new staff up to 

speed. 

 

Waiver Impact 
Responses from the first round of interviews provided data about the waiverôs impact in five primary 

areas: removal decisions, impact on legal stakeholders (e.g., judges and GALs), organizational impact, 

impact on caseworkers and practice, and impact on children and families.  

 

First, regarding impact on CPS practice and removals, stakeholders were unanimous in their description 

of a pendulum shift toward maintaining children in the home and away from removals into out-of-home 

care. Furthermore, stakeholders discussed more partnership between CPS and in-home caseworkers, and 

earlier engagement with families to avoid adversarial relationships between parents and DCFS 

caseworkers. A stakeholder explained, ñI think we're seeing a difference even on the view of the division 

alone and the rapport that we're building early on because I think that affects our success with 

interventions.ò 

 

Second, stakeholders discussed whether HomeWorks had an impact on judges and GALs. Generally, 

stakeholders believed that judges and GALs were on board with waiver principles, but perhaps retained 

more reservations about leaving children in the home and caseworkersô ability to assess safety and risk. A 

GAL shared, ñThere are just certain cases where I feel like, you know, I know the goal is to keep the kids 

home, but maybe thatôs not the absolutely best thing at the time. So I just think sometimes in certain 

situations it makes it a little bit more difficult for me as a guardian.ò  

 

Next, interviewees were asked to discuss any organizational impacts of the waiver on DCFS. One theme 

concerned how applying a strengths-based framework not only helped parents but helped caseworkerôs 

perceptions of and rapport with the families they served. A second positive impact was a shift to focusing 

on the whole family rather than just the child, so that children were not returned home without the parents 

receiving treatment and services. Finally, respondents observed that the time it took to complete 

assessments seemed shortened; this had been an area of struggle in the past. Interviewees linked this 

positive gain to the UFACET. 

 

Amidst many positive impacts, respondents were clear that implementing HomeWorks in the region had 

stressed an already underfunded system trying to withstand the coinciding impact of a hiring freeze. 

Interviewees expressed that HomeWorks principles and increased contact with families seemed like a 

good idea in theory, but they were never offered lighter caseloads, more caseworkers, replacement 

caseworkers to offset those who had left, higher pay rates, or opportunities for advancement.  

 

Interviewees further discussed the impact of the waiver on staff and casework practice. Caseworkers 

shared that they now spent a good deal of time with families discussing the protective factors, as well as 

conducting research on their own about age specific tools that could be implemented used by the parents 

with their children. One respondent shared, ñI think for me personally, HomeWorks is more engaging, 

more therapeutic -- in engaging clients to want to help themselves or to help their children.ò Caseworkersô 

challenge to spending more time implementing these new tools with families, however, was loss of 

caseworker and supervisor positions within a continued hiring freeze.  
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Irrespective of the pressures, caseworkers reported excitement about a perceived return to more social 

work activities and engagement with the families they served. One stakeholder explained, ñIôve always 

tried to focus on strengths, but even more so now than ever. And instead of us going in there with, óYou 

know what, these are all the things that youôre doing wrong,ô I think we're starting to try to say, óOkay. 

These are things that are major strengths for you that we want to just continue to improve and grow from 

here.ôò  

  

Finally, interviewees discussed the impact of HomeWorks on children and families. Caseworkers reported 

that parents were learning and benefitting from the SFPF Framework. For example, at home visits, 

parents were observed reading with their children and participating in exercises like drawing a genogram 

to look at family relationships and social supports. A caseworker stated, ñIôm seeing major, major 

improvement in home cases where weôre working really closely with peer parenting programs and 

focusing on protective factors to educate our families.ò 

  

Ongoing challenges with families were also raised. A stakeholder described, ñItôs just going to take a little 

time, but itôs been an excellent program and hopefully will continue to improve and make change in lives 

of families that sometimes are a little resistant to change. Youôre talking about generational cycles of 

violence [and] of poverty here.ò Caseworkers also acknowledged that it was not just willingness to 

change as a parent, but also willingness to see DCFS in a different light given a history of pendulum 

shifts in child safety and family preservation that undoubtedly impacted removal rates. A caseworker 

stated, ñI mean it's hard for families to be accepting of the Division of Children Family Services. We 

havenôt had the best name through the years. And in their mind, we were there to remove children. Weôre 

not there to offer interventions and support services to keep their family together.ò  

  

Finally, both legal and DCFS stakeholders questioned whether there were perhaps some families that 

required removals but had children left in the home due to the goals of HomeWorks. A stakeholder 

explained, ñI do have a little bit of a fear that weôre pushing HomeWorks so much, that I hope it wouldnôt 

be to the point to where our goal is to keep a child in a home so much that we start sacrificing their 

safety.ò Another interviewee added, ñI do worry that we might cross that line of keeping a kid in a home 

longer than whatôs really safe just so that we can say we kept this kid out of care.ò 

 

During the second round of interviews, respondents were able to provide more in-depth assessments of 

the waiver impact. First, they discussed impact on the legal process inclusive of impact on GALs, the 

judiciary, and removal decisions. Feedback regarding the impact that HomeWorks had on GALs was 

mixed. From the perspective of the one GAL interviewed, HomeWorks was a great idea and the right 

thing to do, although there were still cases where the GAL disagreed with the Department and 

recommended that the child be removed. Asked to clarify whether HomeWorks had an impact on their 

own removal decisions, the stakeholder offered, ñYes, absolutely itôs had an impact. In fact, I canôt think 

of anything that has had more impact than the HomeWorks program. On all of us. On Guardians, on the 

caseworkers, on even service providers. I think itôs a great positive movement and it just needs to be 

tweaked.ò An administrator within DCFS, on the other hand, described more of an adversarial 

relationship with one GAL in the region, explaining that the GAL was recommending removals not just 

for safety issues, but for quality of life and environmental issues. 
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In discussing the impact of the waiver on judges, stakeholders for the most part felt their relationship with 

judges was no different than before HomeWorks. Respondents indicated that there was good 

communication on both sides, and judges for the most part fell on the same side as DCFS. Respondents 

also indicated there had been an uptick in judges asking questions in HomeWorks language, asking to see 

the UFACET tool, or asking if something could be done in a case that they had just seen done for another 

family. Thus, HomeWorks seemed to be catching on in the courtroom, albeit slowly and gradually. An 

administrator explained that, at first, there seemed to be a ñhuge pushbackò from the legal system 

regarding HomeWorks, but now they were starting to see the HomeWorks language being used.  

 

Some of the respondents, who felt it was still a work in progress in terms of working with judges around 

the goals of HomeWorks, explained that in part, the slow progress was due to the DCFS caseworkers not 

yet being fully comfortable with the HomeWorks language and process. A caseworker explained, ñI think 

everybody is still trying to just get familiar with it. I think weôre still trying to see it roll out in our 

courtrooms and with our legal counsel. I think weôre still uncomfortable with ité And we're still trying to 

figure out our role and how to maybe present that.ò On the other hand, respondents indicated that they had 

seen more judges willing to close cases where things were going well but services were not yet 

completed, which was perceived by some to mean there might be some trust in the HomeWorks process. 

 

With regard to whether HomeWorks had impacted removal decisions, the answer was uniformly yes. An 

administrator expressed the view that, ñThereôs a changing culture from the culture of removal to you 

know, letôs first try and do what we can to keep kids homeé And also not only that, but if [itôs] right, and 

if their needs are being addressed and itôs safe, letôs move kids back home sooner if they did have to be 

removed.ò Stakeholders also mentioned that having data from the UFACET and SDM to present in Court 

gave caseworkers more concrete data with which to advocate for fewer removals. However, there were 

important clarifications. From the perspective of the judiciary, while HomeWorks led to fewer removals, 

it was uncertain whether HomeWorks impacted permanency.  

 

Respondents also discussed how removals for parental substance abuse were more complex than they 

seemed from the outset. A judge, for example, explained they did not feel that substance abuse on the part 

of the parent necessarily constituted immediate grounds for removal of the children. However, with the 

substance abuse comes associated friends and acquaintances such as drug dealers and criminals who 

would be placing the child at repeated risk. Judges felt more concerned about the home environment of a 

substance abusing parent and whether that was a safe enough place for a child. They were not as 

concerned about the actual drug use, particularly if services were ongoing. DCFS caseworkers similarly 

talked about substance abuse being particularly complex, and that from their perspective, HomeWorks 

helped children stay with their parents while helping to give parents the skills and resources to achieve 

sobriety. 

 

Next, respondents discussed the impact of the waiver on practice, inclusive of CPS practice, supervisory 

practice, caseworker practice, child and family engagement and well-being. While data was very limited 

in terms of impact on CPS practice, one respondent described a general change in the mindset with which 

they approached their work related to HomeWorks: 
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I feel like that when it first came out, I had this mindset that oh, well, this really just applies to in-

home and foster and I did mostly CPS. But the more that I did CPS, I could see that I was using it 

in my, you know... maybe informally because I wouldnôt always do a UFACET with my CPS 

casesé But just the whole mindset of when I go out to a home and Iôm assessing safety, Iôm also 

assessing ongoing risk and what factors came into play that led to this situation.  

 

In terms of impact on supervisors, interviewees described having more contact with families and 

increased use of protective factors and HomeWorks language at team meetings. Supervisors felt that 

casework in general had become more structured and more concrete because of the UFACET assessment 

tool and SDM process. Respondents also talked about an increased emphasis on coaching. Furthermore, 

some expressed feeling an increased accountability and responsibility to families than they might have 

experienced before; one administrator described: 

 

I have a stronger feeling of responsibility to provide the families out there that weôre working 

with the best quality product that we can at the time. And maybe thatôs why é just recognizing, 

like I said, people who didnôt want to get on board, helping them gently exit the system because 

they didnôt want to. Because I think families deserve that. And itôs likely their last chance of 

trying to keep their family together if weôre involved. 

 

Regarding impact on caseworkers, respondents talked about HomeWorks giving caseworkers more 

concrete tools with which to accomplish their work and speak about their work to others. In turn, 

caseworkers were viewed as having more confidence and more empowerment to create meaningful 

change in a familyôs life. One caseworker described, ñI think it involves spending more quality time with 

our clients and actually trying to make changes in their lives.ò Second, the UFACET created a more 

positive dynamic whereby families could suggest areas where they wanted help and caseworkers could 

gain a better understanding of the family from the familyôs perspective.  

  

Third, respondents talked about the shift from caseworkers working primarily in a monitoring capacity 

toward caseworkers providing services in the home. In the past, a caseworker would have primarily been 

in the role of putting together a service plan and then stopping by the home to make sure everyone was 

doing what they were supposed to be doing. With HomeWorks, the expectation had changed; now in-

home caseworkers were expected to have the skills and abilities to provide direct services to the families 

they were working with to address their needs. An administrator reiterated, ñI want our caseworkers to be 

an intervention themselves, and I encourage them to go to trainings to fill their toolbox with skills they 

can use out there in the field.ò 

 

Fourth, caseworkers in rural areas felt that HomeWorks had increased the tension in their daily work and 

the work load was at times unrealistic. Caseworkers from the rural areas were quick to say they thought 

HomeWorks was great in theory; the concept was not the issue. The problem seemed to be that their 

caseloads looked fine on paper to folks from more urban areas, but once the required visits were 

implemented, and without leadership really having to live the problem of three-hour, one-way drive 

times, these teams felt very much stuck ñbetween a rock and a hard place.ò  
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Regarding the impact on child and family engagement and well-being, interviewees felt that parents were 

more engaged as a result of HomeWorks. Completing the UFACET with a family helped caseworkers 

understand things better from the familyôs perspective. As the caseworker got to know the family better 

through this process, everyone became more invested in the success of the case. Interviewees talked about 

the parent-caseworker relationship being improved because parents felt like they were really being 

helped, and the process led to fewer defensive reactions.  

 

Responses were mixed with respect to whether the HomeWorks process had increased child and family 

well-being. Some respondents felt HomeWorks had already improved family well-being. A peer parent 

stated, ñWhen youôre being educated and youôre being invested iné when someone is showing you that 

they care and taking the time to walk you through that process, youôre going to see drastic improvement.ò 

Another set of respondents fell in the middle on this topic. They stated that HomeWorks did have 

potential to make a positive difference in familiesô lives, but significant barriers stood in the way of full 

implementation. An administrator explained, ñWeôre still suffering from the transition of losing a lot of 

employees. Weôve lost resources over the past yearé weôve organizationally changed.ò  

 

It was reported that one county in particular was struggling with a recent increase in removals and foster 

care cases. The process of understanding why those numbers had spiked seemed to be complicated. 

Leadership was examining theories such as larger sibling groups than the prior year; for example, groups 

of five, six, or seven siblings were coming into care at a time. Another suggestion was that a temple was 

being built in the area, and perhaps that brought new families to the area who were in crisis. An 

administrator explained, ñOur foster care numbers are really high and HomeWorks wasnôt going to make 

a difference in a lot of the cases that we had to remove because of safety. I mean, that was the bottom 

line.ò 

 

Finally, respondents discussed impact at the organizational level. Reviews were mixed regarding the 

impact of HomeWorks on DCFS. On the positive side, one administrator expressed the trend that there 

seemed to be more agency on the part of staff to make a difference in familiesô lives, stating: ñOne of my 

favorite changes that Iôve seen is probably our desire to have the caseworker be a change agent, as 

opposed to a compliance monitor.ò However, most other respondents expressed concerns about 

unintended consequences of HomeWorks implementation, including a concern that the focus on in-home 

services had led to a decline in the quality and quantity of available foster care placements, and that more 

children were having to be placed out of county because DCFS was no longer developing foster care 

placements. Some respondents felt there was an underlying pressure to do in-home services at all costs. 

And finally, the issue of teams arose, an issue particularly in rural areas where caseworkers saw all types 

of cases. These teams wished for a designated person to be trained in HomeWorks and solely take in-

home cases because the HomeWorks model was not really fitting the cases caseworkers were seeing (e.g. 

out-of-home care). 

 

Interviewees were also asked how HomeWorks implementation had impacted services. The consensus 

among interviewees was that it had not impacted services. As one judge explained, the DCFS budget and 

the economy ñare what they are.ò Services were still lacking, specifically, substance abuse treatment, 

mental health treatment, affordable housing, and realistic drug testing were areas of continued need. Peer 

parenting was seen as being more consistently available than in the past, and while respondents did not 
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see the service array expanded as a result of HomeWorks, there was recognition that the required four 

monthly home visits with families was a significant change in and of itself. If caseworkers were doing 

more clinical activities with families, this may be important to take into consideration when discussing 

impact to the service array. 

 

During the third and final round of interviews, respondents identified impacts of the waiver in three 

primary areas: child welfare practice and services, removal decisions, and child and family outcomes. A 

number of positive changes to child welfare practice were articulated. Among external stakeholders, 

identified changes included the incorporation of better assessment and decision-making tools, the use of 

assessments to develop more individualized plans, and the greater overall effort to connect families to 

services and supports in order to keep children safely in the home. DCFS stakeholders similarly identified 

better assessments and better utilization of resources to keep children in the home as key impacts of the 

waiver. The incorporation of evidence-based assessment tools was viewed as a significant strength of the 

waiver, facilitating and improving overall decision-making. A CPS worker elaborated, 

 

I think that the structured decision-making model has been really helpful in recognizing the 

difference between imminent safety issues versus risks, identifying what risks are there and what 

strengths are in place and how the risks can be managed through safety planning. I think that 

before that identifying that and how to do it was more ambiguous, especially for workers as you 

go into court. And you have a judge thatôs very protective, which is great. Or, other partners that 

see the risks and they say how do you manage this? And so, being able to identify what those 

risks are and how they can be managed helps us to better articulate a plan thatôs feasible versus 

before it was just like more ambiguous. You know, either it was like youôre safe or youôre not 

safe. And this just isnôt reasonable. How do we keep them safe? Versus now, itôs like, no, here 

are the protective factors, here are the strengths and the safety planning that weôve done to 

mitigate the risk and so these kids can be safe in the home.  

 

Additionally, respondents from DCFS noted that HomeWorks had increased the tools that caseworkers 

had available to them to work with families, and caseworkers were having more purposeful visits with 

families, where more concrete safety planning was occurring. It was also expressed that the SFPF 

Framework had been largely incorporated into practice at this point and was expanding into CPS and 

foster care cases, leading to more consistency in practice across the system. Another positive impact 

noted was the incorporation of trauma-informed practice. 

 

A few respondents also indicated that the region had seen the expansion of some services targeted 

specifically to high-risk families. One program mentioned was Families First, which, it was reported, had 

been previously unavailable in parts of the Southwest Region. Another program that was mentioned was 

the SMART team, which provided crisis intervention. Furthermore, it was noted that caseworkers 

themselves were becoming change agents through the implementation of HomeWorks, and thus were 

directly providing some of the services needed by families. On the other hand, numerous respondents 

noted that an ongoing challenge in the region was an overall sparsity of services, and this continued to be 

a concern that the waiver had not increased resources to the extent that stakeholders had expected or felt 

was necessary. 
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Next, there was widespread consensus that HomeWorks had impacted removal decisions, and that there 

was a general change in philosophy throughout the region towards trying to maintain children in the 

home. As one respondent expressed, ñWe are not just knee-jerk pulling kids into care.ò Another described 

in greater detail the shift in thinking she had observed: 

 

I know that thereôs often comments in different staffings when weôre considering removing a 

child, like, you know, ñBack in the good olô days,ò or, ñBack, you know, back in the day this 

wouldôve been a removal, but itôs not anymore.ò So I have seen that change, that paradigm shift 

with our agency and even with our partners. This is just anecdotally, I donôt have the stats, but I 

know that from my observations we are more consciously asking that question, ñWhat can we do 

to keep kids in the home?ò 

 

This perception, that there was an overall trend of keeping more children in the home that would have 

been removed in the past, was shared by a large number of respondents. It was further noted that all 

partners were using safety and risk assessments, as well as consideration of the availability of concrete 

resources to mitigate safety concerns to inform decision-making. 

 

Some respondents also expressed the perception that legal partners had become more open to 

HomeWorks and showed more willingness to try in-home services. Several specific changes were noted 

among legal partners. First, it was reported that HomeWorks terminology and concepts were increasingly 

being used in court by legal partners. For example, judges and AAGs asked about the assessments and 

what efforts had made to keep children in the home and safety plan with the family. According to one 

respondent, there was a sense that everybody was on the same page, and the Court was increasingly 

holding DCFS accountable to HomeWorks.  

 

Judges were overwhelmingly described as supportive. Several respondents noted that there had been 

considerable turnover among the judges, and new judges who had come on board were perceived to be 

highly supportive of the HomeWorks philosophy and strong proponents of keeping children in the home. 

An administrative-level respondent explained, 

 

We have a difficult time getting past a judge to try to remove a child for good reason, which I 

love. But he knows when weôre coming in and asking for removal, he knows what questions to 

ask. ñHave you gone over parenting skills with this family? Whatôs their resilience like?ò So heôs 

asking all these questions, and if you havenôt done those things heôs less inclined to remove. 

 

Among AAGs and GALs, perceptions were more mixed as to whether they had come around to 

HomeWorks. It was reported that there were still some ñwait and seeò attitudes from these stakeholders. 

A few respondents expressed that it was improving and that these stakeholders were seeing the positive 

outcomes from HomeWorks. In contrast, another respondent indicated that certain legal partners, 

particularly GALs, continued to be very resistant and did not view HomeWorks as effective. GALs who 

participated in the final round of interviews, however, offered examples of how their ways of thinking had 

changed as a result of HomeWorks. One GAL shared that, ñIn recognizing that I want to remove more 

than DCFS, I try and counterbalance that by coming up with reasons why we need to leave the kids in the 

home. And the more I study it, I think that thereôs good solid evidence that, you know, the kids are better 
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in the home if it can be done at all. So, Iôm trying to educate myself that way and evolve.ò This individual 

also expressed that he/she had become more aware of the economic struggles that most DCFS-involved 

families were facing, and therefore more empathetic towards their situations and open to considering in-

home services as a result. Another GAL described a case in which he/she had advocated for removal, but 

DCFS had disagreed. In hindsight, the GAL recognized that DCFS had made the right decision:  

 

And even though at the time I was frustrated [LAUGH], you know, and it wasnôt because I was 

frustrated because I felt like, oh, Iôm right and youôre wrong. I was frustrated because I was like, 

oh, my gosh, why arenôt we doing what seemed to me like the obvious answer? But they 

managed to build in safety for the kids when it turned out, hey, that they were able to provide 

other services that helped them stay home. And I thought, oh, okay, well, that was a good 

learning experience for me. 

 

These narratives indicate that GALs had begun to reconsider their perspective as a result of HomeWorks, 

and although they still struggled with an inclination towards removal, they were gradually becoming more 

open towards in-home services. The findings suggest that while there may still be work to be done to 

increase the confidence of legal partners, considerable progress has been made. 

 

The final topic examined was the impact of the waiver on children and families. First, respondents 

indicated that they had observed some significant changes in the characteristics of cases and families that 

they served. Most commonly, it was reported that they had seen an increase in drug use. A few 

respondents also noted an increase in domestic violence cases, and one respondent described an increased 

severity of cases, whereby they were seeing more children who were severely traumatized and more fetal 

substance exposure as compared to the past. These changes generally were not attributed to the waiver, 

but to changing social circumstances. However, these perceived changes were viewed by some as making 

it more challenging to implement HomeWorks and raised questions, as noted earlier, about which types of 

cases were appropriate for in-home services. 

 

Regarding how HomeWorks had impacted child safety and well-being, respondents indicated that, for 

those families where it was appropriate to implement in-home services, HomeWorks was largely 

effective. It was emphasized that there were always going to be cases that required children to be 

removed, and DCFS would not be able to intervene effectively with all families. As one respondent noted, 

the parents need to be willing to engage in services for HomeWorks to be effective. For families that did 

engage, most respondents indicated they felt HomeWorks was effective in keeping children safe. A 

caseworker expressed that it gave families ña better chance.ò Similarly, a CWA described it as giving 

parents more opportunities, identifying an example of the impact she observed where parents were 

starting to use the Protective Factors language and apply the concepts to situations that arose in their lives.  

 

While respondents were generally optimistic about HomeWorksô impact, they also indicated there was 

still room for improvement. One respondent expressed that she would like to see earlier intervention with 

prevention services to get families the help they needed before the situation became severe. Another noted 

there was still a need for more resources in order to better serve families and be able to meet all their 

needs. Increasing the availability of services and resources to support family preservation appeared to be 

the most pressing need identified by respondents to increase the impact of HomeWorks. 
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Salt Lake Valley Region Results 
Implementation of HomeWorks in the Salt Lake Valley Region began April 1, 2015. The process 

evaluation involved two rounds of interviews with regional stakeholders. The first round of interviews 

was conducted from December 2015 through May 2016 and included 27 stakeholders. The second round 

of interviews was conducted during July and August 2017 and included 15 stakeholders. Stakeholders 

interviewed included Office of the Attorney General, judges, GALs, state and regional DCFS leadership, 

caseworker supervisors, CPS caseworkers, and in-home caseworkers. Respondents had been in the field 

for a range of one and a half years to 26 years. 

 

Their identified roles specific to Utahôs IV-E Waiver ï the HomeWorks ï implementation varied 

considerably according to the position they held. Regional leadership, including Child Welfare 

Administrators (CWAs), saw their role with HomeWorks as spearheading and leading implementation 

efforts in the region; their tasks included problem solving around implementation issues, coaching and 

supporting supervisors on how to implement HomeWorks at the practice level, and the provision of 

training and technical assistance for supervisors and caseworkers.  

 

Supervisors reported they were directly responsible for ongoing successful implementation at the practice 

level to ensure that ñthey [caseworkers] follow the HomeWorks model.ò Tasks described included going 

with caseworkers on home visits and to team meetings, checking their entries in SAFE (Utahôs child 

welfare information system), and conducting quality assurance reviews on cases. A CPS supervisor 

commented regarding their role in integrating HomeWorks into all aspects of practice: ñWell, 

HomeWorks is not a program; it is part of everything we do.ò This view was reiterated by a CWA: ñItôs 

sort of just become an integral part of our work now,ò and by a case manager: ñEven in the ladiesô room, 

the protective factors are on the wall. So, they are making sure itôs very visible in our buildingé If we are 

staffing a case, they will ask for a copy of the UFACET.ò 

 

Caseworkers and child protective investigators focused on their role of implementing HomeWorks with 

families. A child protective investigator explained: ñHomeWorks, to me, itôs like the second phase of the 

investigation. Providing the family with the support that they need.ò A case manager described their role 

as ñSo I get to help use it. I take the program out to families in-home, do activities with them, try to 

increase their protective factors, try to increase their knowledge so that hopefully we wonôt come back.ò  

 

A legal system partner described their role as providing ñreasonable efforts to allow the family to reach 

their permanency goalé I would like every parent to feel they got the best opportunity that they could be 

given to be successful.ò This respondent also specified tasks related to this role: brainstorming with the 

client about how to address outstanding issues in their case plan, asking clients to develop their own 

solutions to unresolved issues, and communicating to the client about what is expected of them legally in 

order to be successful. 

 

Leadership  
During the first round of interviews, participants reported high levels of leadership involvement by state 

and regional administration, based on continued administrative monitoring and feedback from leaders, as 

well as leadersô willingness to seriously consider feedback from staff and recognize barriers to 
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implementation. There was mention of numerous trainings beginning with the State Office followed by 

numerous regional HomeWorks trainings and discussions: ñWe do a lot of HomeWorks discussions, from 

our admin team. When we have our own little regional meetings, those come up quite often and I think 

from knowing people, at least in our region, some of the admin team, I know they really support 

HomeWorks.ò In addition, it was apparent from responses that caseworkers were receiving ongoing 

feedback on their performance and skill development. It was noted that the provision of numerous 

trainings on HomeWorks and the establishment of clear expectations for when to use tools were useful: 

ñAll levels of management have done a pretty good job as far as letting us know what the expectations are 

and then providing us with education to do the work and use the tools.ò  

 

Challenges to leadership involvement were also reported. The region experienced a leadership transition 

at the time of implementation, and as a result, many interviewees said that because of multiple transitions 

at one time, their own roles in HomeWorks were not necessarily clear. Respondents explained that it 

would have been helpful to have a clear idea of their roles in HomeWorks prior to the implementation of 

the program in order to better focus their attention during HomeWorks trainings. Interviewees in regional 

leadership roles mentioned that they received information from the state leadership team, but that state 

leadership was not actively engaged in the planning process for the waiver. There was also a general 

feeling of some disconnect between state level and regional level administration about day-to-day process 

needs and a need to involve leaders external to DCFS. 

  

Support and buy-in among the regional DCFS leadership were apparent in all interviews, though with 

some caveats. Regional leadership was perceived as highly committed and responsive to worker input and 

ideas, and they were recognized for tailoring training specific to caseworkersô needs from the beginning 

of the implementation period. A member of the leadership team expressed that there was a common 

intention to make HomeWorks language a key part of how discussions were conducted at the leadership 

level. Additionally, some caseworkers saw the commitment through regional funding allocations: ñI feel 

like theyôre putting money toward getting as many caseworkers as we can. Because we know that when 

your numbers are high, youôre just not doing the work that you need to do when you have high caseloads. 

So I think they understand that and they focus on that.ò  

 

Feedback related to strategic planning in the region was very mixed during the first round of interviews. 

The creation of a highly invested WLT was a critical first step in implementing the HomeWorks 

framework. One interviewee referred to participating in a feedback survey to contribute to developing the 

regionôs strategic plan. Another respondent expressed that implementation seemed to be occurring in a 

very streamlined, uniform fashion, which gave the impression at all levels that strategic planning had 

taken place. However, some interviewees did not feel as prepared to implement: ñI donôt think our region 

was ready to start, the HomeWorks teams arenôt ready, the structure is not in place yet.ò  

 

Responses regarding shared accountability for project outcomes also varied. The Salt Lake Valley Region 

created new teams for implementing HomeWorks, establishing a ñstrong cohort of employees who are 

invested in HomeWorksò and ñsee that as their identity as DCFS workers.ò This team was perceived as 

carrying accountability for HomeWorks program success with the recognition that HomeWorks needed to 

become a division-wide philosophy in approaching cases from the beginning to ensure necessary success 

of the framework. On the other hand, caseworkers expressed feelings of greater accountability: ñThe 
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expectation is set you know, they provide us with educational opportunities and kind of like roll it out and 

the expectation is really on the caseworker.ò 

 

Several stakeholders mentioned that HomeWorks was more at the forefront of in-home caseworkersô way 

of handling a case, in contrast to caseworkers assigned to permanency cases. There were two different 

perspectives on this situation. One was that any caseworker with a caseload should consider themselves a 

HomeWorks worker, whether they were formally part of a HomeWorks team or not, implying that it was 

a shared value that HomeWorks principles be embraced by all staff. The alternate perspective was that 

HomeWorks was not as applicable for caseworkers who were tasked primarily with permanency cases 

rather than in-home cases.  

 

There was also a perception in the Salt Lake Valley Region that the WLT might be a bit protective of 

identifying any ongoing problem areas in HomeWorks. One interviewee described, ñI feel like there has 

been a little bit of siloing from the top, that we donôt wanna tell you anything, but weôre gonna tell you 

itôs great, itôs working, itôs wonderful, weôve worked out the bugs. But I think itôs good for us to know 

what those bugs are.ò In addition, there was a general sense of not knowing what outcomes were being 

measured, or how outcomes were being measured and evaluated. 

 

During the second round of interviews, the majority of responses remained highly positive about the 

involvement of both state and regional leadership in the HomeWorks implementation. Participants 

primarily focused on the intensive hands-on support of state leadership during implementation. ñWeôve 

just had a lot of contact with the State Officeé we meet with them monthly or every other month, and in 

the beginning, it was more often than that,ò one respondent described. Consistent with feedback from 

other regions, the rollout of HomeWorks was much better executed than previous policy reforms. ñThe 

rollout process was perfect, and weôve never rolled out any program like that ever before. And they 

continue to be present and around. Theyôre available,ò a respondent stated.  

 

Factors that reportedly contributed to this success included effectiveness of communication about 

HomeWorks, including the hands-on training, videos and messages about HomeWorks, and the 

accessibility of state leadership, including their responsiveness to questions from case managers, 

participation in the brown bags in the region, and making implementation ñfunò to the extent possible. 

Another tangible support for implementation from state leadership was funding for a consultant that was 

coaching with line staff about HomeWorks. 

 

Frontline staff in particular appreciated the availability of the leadership team. One case manager, self-

described as ñstuck in my ways,ò commented, ñThis is nice to just have some additional support and to 

know that if I have a question on the UFACET, I am able to contact the higher ups. I donôt have to wait 

for my boss to contact his boss to contact the higher ups.ò Another line worker made the role of 

leadership analogous to the role of social connections for families: ñIf they understand what HomeWorks 

is and we can count on them when we call for backup or supporté like social connections, right? If we 

call them and theyôre there, then that helps.ò  

 

One identified gap in leadership involvement was the Attorney Generalôs and the GALôs Offices. A 

respondent explained that, ñI think if we could get them involved in some of the meetingsé like section 
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chiefs be part of these conversations, that could enrich their understandingé help them better understand 

the why of HomeWorks and give us some feedback when they question what we are doing or they 

disagree with us.ò The hope was, that with this increased understanding, a middle ground could be found 

on cases where there was currently no agreement. 

 

Consistent with findings from other regions, participantsô views about accountability were associated with 

their roles in the system of care. Reflecting on the way things should be, a child protective investigator 

offered, ñTo me, everyone that has some sort of calling or authority or responsibility to provide safety for 

the child should be held accountable. And have the same accountability and the reward of having a family 

successfully complete a program or maintain the safety of the family.ò At the practice level, however, the 

general perception was that there was too much accountability at the worker level. ñThat is why their life 

expectancy is so short. They have got to figure out a way to make that less focused on the caseworkers 

themselves,ò one respondent explained. The view of another line worker was that if HomeWorks failed, 

the accountability would be between the supervisors and the caseworkers. A supervisor offered this 

perception: ñI would hope it would be somewhat shared. My opinion is always that people higher up 

should be taking more of the responsibility. They are the ones that are setting the standard and the 

expectations and so, ultimately that does kind of fall on them.ò  

 

Upper management, on the other hand, saw themselves as accountable for the outcomes of HomeWorks. 

One leader shared regional efforts to understand, from systematic data collection about family 

characteristics, what were the factors and conditions that influenced removal decisions. Certain criteria, 

such as one or both parents incarcerated, homelessness, or methamphetamine dependent, appeared to be 

drivers in these decisions. The question posed by one leader was whether there were some cases where 

these barriers might be mitigated through a strong safety plan or intensive in-home services. 

 

In summary, the perceptions of interviewees in the Salt Lake Valley Region were that key leaders were 

actively involved in HomeWorks implementation in ways that were helpful and promoted full 

implementation. There was also agreement that key leaders in the child welfare system were educated 

about HomeWorks, although one respondent recommended further education for upper management in 

the Attorney Generalôs and GALôs Offices. Regarding the degree of shared accountability for the 

outcomes of HomeWorks, respondent views varied according to their roles. These findings were largely 

consistent across both rounds of interviews. 

 

Vision and Values 
Key stakeholders expressed awareness during the first round of interviews that political changes over time 

influenced whether removal decisions were made very conservatively with a heightened awareness of risk 

or, with an emphasis on keeping children in the home. As they described, part of the rationale for 

HomeWorks was to reduce the trauma of separating children and families and to keep more children 

safely at home. Stakeholders perceived that DCFS desired HomeWorks as a new practice model because 

it more closely aligned with a social work (rather than a legal) framework. Stakeholders spoke at length 

about the benefits of maintaining children safely in their homes with their families and working hard with 

families within the HomeWorks framework before attempting more invasive interventions: ñChildren are 

so much better served in their homes with their families. If we can effectively make change with the 

parents in the home, itôs just better for kids.ò There was also a deep appreciation expressed among some 



Utah Title IV-E Final Report | May 2019 

 

145 

 

interviewees about how it felt to be a parent in need of help. One interviewee explained their perception 

that foster care sets parents up for failure: ñItôs easy to lose home if your kids arenôt in your house, so if 

youôre a parent trying to work on some issuesé [HomeWorks is preferable].ò Another articulated, ñOnce 

a case goes into Court or foster care, itôs really hard for families to get their kids back.ò 

 

There was recognition among stakeholders that social workers and legal partners had different priorities 

and different working timeframes. Caseworkers also recognized that foster care was necessary, but that 

more can and should be done with families prior to a removal decision to keep families together whenever 

possible. HomeWorks was desired by DCFS as a standardized framework to be more proactive with 

families through the use of family engagement tools; it was seen as formalizing good case work, and it 

was hoped that the formalization process would bring additional funds. 

 

There was a clear and ubiquitous understanding among stakeholders that HomeWorks was an operative 

framework to increase the intensity of in-home services to stabilize families, maintain familial balance, 

keep children safe, generate awareness of support services, and prevent families from returning to DCFS 

through the recognition and strengthening of protective factors. A few stakeholders also mentioned 

Structured Decision Making (SDM) and better assessment tools as facilitating the practice goal of making 

good case work decisions based on the evidence presented. 

 

Interviewees further described personal vision and values related to HomeWorks that aligned closely with 

the rationale and goals of the waiver. Stakeholders reported that they would like to see HomeWorks grow 

so that caseloads for HomeWorks and foster care were balanced out over time: ñHopefully we see 

changes in the community, and we do good enough work that weôre preventing more of those foster 

placements from occurring, so that weôre needing more in-home workers.ò For HomeWorks to grow, 

interviewees recognized that it was necessary to show prevention of removals. One caseworker 

highlighted that the HomeWorks framework allowed many ways to creatively engage with and support 

families. Many stakeholders echoed the idea that removal causes trauma and part of the general vision of 

HomeWorks, as well as their personal vision, was to reduce the trauma of removal for children and 

families by keeping children in their own homes, as expressed by one respondent:  

 

Iôm convinced that whenever possible, itôs better for children to remain safely in their own 

homes... for me, thatôs the most encouraging thing about HomeWorks, we now understand, and I 

think what we have a commitment to. Children do better in their own families and our work is to 

try and help them be there safely.  

 

Stakeholders also expressed that this value was not held by all, particularly community stakeholders, and 

that changing it would take time. Explained one interviewee, ñThey see an upset in a family and their first 

thing is óweôll call DCFS and get this kid removed.ôò 

 

While there was continuity in how stakeholders described waiver goals and rationale, stakeholders did not 

agree that there was a consistently shared vision and set of values throughout the region among different 

worker positions and external stakeholders. Generally, stakeholders perceived a shared vision for 

HomeWorks as a family preservation and permanency model that aligned with past practices. The 

implementation for this framework, however, was perceived to be more purposeful and organized than 
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past implementations. HomeWorks team members shared a vision of keeping children safely with their 

families, but there was uncertainty about whether non-HomeWorks teams in the region shared the same 

level of excitement, especially if and when cases were passed on because children could not be kept in the 

home.  

 

There was overall agreement that the principles of HomeWorks were shared by in-home caseworkers in 

the region and that the state had presented a very clear mission and motives to keep children in their 

homes. However, there was some uncertainty about re-structuring positions and teams to support the 

HomeWorks model as well as some concern over differences in vision between offices in the region. This 

concern was especially apparent regarding staff who were not on designated HomeWorks teams; many 

were unsure of how they fit into the new framework and vision: ñthe goal was everyone works cases as if 

they're HomeWorks cases, so I wish it was a little more clear, and there was a little more focus on CPS 

and foster care. Because I think weôre really clear about the in-home piece,ò one respondent explained. 

Though it was reported that CPS caseworkers did not totally share in the vision, responses showed they 

had an increased awareness about HomeWorks and were asking about it in case transfer meetings. 

 

The recognized, inherent conflict between social workers and members of the legal system was in the 

process of being worked out through continuing education and conversation between DCFS and external 

stakeholders. While the end-goal of keeping children safe was the same, the framework for attaining that 

goal remained at odds. Social worker and legal timeframes were perceived differently, with more time 

pressure coming from the legal system. For example, there was individual variability in the legal system:  

 

The court is still trying to get used to [HomeWorks] and depending on the attorney [and judge], 

some of them would like us to get involved sooner than we do versus trying to maintain without 

them. I went to a court hearing where we did our HomeWorks process; we had our safety plan, 

we had this, we had that, and the judge looked at us and said, óI donôt think that is enough,ô and 

she wasnôt happy with us. 

 

During the second round of interviews, respondents consistently agreed that the rationale for 

implementing the IV-E Waiver was to reduce instances of removal and foster care placement, and to 

strengthen the ability of DCFS to help keep children with their families, especially those who could 

benefit from services but did not need court intervention. Similarly, some respondents saw the rationale 

for HomeWorks as a way to provide more intensive voluntary services up front, thus reducing cases going 

through the court system. One reason frequently cited was that the trauma of removal was at least as bad 

as the trauma of remaining in the home, with many respondents citing a strong research base in this field. 

One respondent described the HomeWorks approach as working through the trauma rather than shifting to 

another kind of trauma. Additionally, many interviewees saw the purpose of the waiver as a redistribution 

of resources and funding between in-home and foster care services, with one person describing the waiver 

as a way to reallocate funding that was tied up in foster care. Other respondents saw the rationale of the 

waiver as a way to provide more structure and accessibility to the family preservation model with which 

many caseworkers were already familiar.  

 

Respondents widely agreed that the goals of the waiver were to reduce the trauma of removal and provide 

intensive services to families in order to safely keep children in their homes. Several respondents 



Utah Title IV-E Final Report | May 2019 

 

147 

 

emphasized the importance of educating and empowering families through use of protective factors in 

order to create more stability at home and avoid continuous involvement with the court system. 

Interviewees also mentioned that connecting families to community resources long-term was integral to 

the goals of HomeWorks. Finally, some comments reflected caseworkersô understanding that a goal of 

HomeWorks was to provide more guidance and direction to their practice, rather than ñjust sitting on the 

couch and talking about American Idolò with their families. For them, the waiver was as much about 

refining internal practice as it was about changing interactions between DCFS and the families they serve. 

 

Respondents had many ideas about what they would like to see achieved as a result of the waiver. Many 

interviewees were hopeful about HomeWorks and felt that the objectives of having stronger connections 

with community partners and families would not only lead to better outcomes for children and families, 

but an improved image of DCFS as well. Regarding community partners, one respondent wanted to see 

an improved partnership between DCFS and the judicial system, explaining that the two could be at odds 

with each other because DCFS was operating according to a particular philosophy (HomeWorks) and the 

judicial system was not, and had ultimate power over decisions. This respondent also hoped to see legal 

partners view the UFACET and SDM as legitimate measures, allowing for smoother interactions and 

stronger agreement on the use of such tools as evidence. 

 

Some respondents wanted to see better funding for in-home services with stronger commitment from the 

state to fund the project long-term. Along with this wish to have a more stable funding source was 

significant interest in having manageable caseloads and hiring more caseworkers in understaffed areas. 

One respondent expressed the need for HomeWorks caseworkers to have more authority to operate 

according to the waiver protocol of spending more time with families before getting courts involved; 

some felt pressure from legal partners to do court-ordered services rather than voluntary. Multiple 

respondents stated their desire to see in-home services, rather than foster care, make up the majority of 

DCFS cases. Overall, respondents envisioned sustainability and hoped that leaders would continue to 

work through challenges and find ways to ensure maintenance of the HomeWorks philosophy. 

 

The majority of respondents expressed that their co-workers and DCFS leadership shared the same vision 

and values of keeping children safely in the home and that HomeWorks was ñnot a program, [but] a way 

of doing child welfare.ò Some respondents mentioned that this vision was shared mostly by in-home 

caseworkers but that it was spreading to foster care caseworkers as it became more engrained over time. 

Others felt that the concepts were well understood, even among CPS caseworkers. Many respondents 

noticed that legal and other community partners seemed to be responding more favorably to HomeWorks, 

and that judges, attorneys, and social workers were all starting to speak the same language: 

  

Courts and community partners [and] other stakeholders outside of DCFS are jumping on board 

and theyôre getting it. They see what weôre looking até I think, at the very least, they understand 

what our intent is and whatôsé where weôre trying to take this, even if they havenôt completely 

bought off on it yet, soé But I think itôs going more smoothly than I anticipated, frankly. 

 

One respondent noted that some judges and attorneys were asking for language around protective factors 

and the UFACET to be tied into court reports.  
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On the other hand, some responses indicated digression among external agencies or partners, described as 

being unclear about the goals of HomeWorks or how it should function for them: ñI think each individual 

system has their own vision of what it should be, and they donôt mix very well yet.ò Additionally, some 

respondents described legal partners as having a different interpretation of risk than DCFS, leading to 

disagreement about efforts to leave children in their home in instances when they otherwise might have 

been removed. While these differences in vision showed improvement from the beginning of 

implementation in this region, they remained a notable barrier to a more unified partnership among DCFS 

and external agencies. 

 

Environment 
Environment was discussed in terms of several factors, including the organizational climate of DCFS, 

staff support, communication with external stakeholders, community and political support, and available 

resources. There was nearly universal staff support (caseworkers and supervisors) for HomeWorks 

expressed during the first round of interviews. For the rollout of HomeWorks in the Salt Lake Valley 

Region, caseworkers were interviewed to be on the HomeWorks team, resulting in a self-selected team of 

individuals highly passionate and committed to carrying out HomeWorks. For this group, the 

HomeWorks framework and relationships with families was at the core of doing good social work. 

Caseworkers also praised their supervisors:  

 

Heôs looking for specific language in our logs so he knows that weôre using it and holding us 

accountable for that. And we [have] staff[ings] weekly or as needed, so he knows whatôs going on 

in the cases and says, ñokay, have you tried this?ò And you know, ñIôve noticed youôve worked 

on these four protective factors, how about this fifth one?ò 

 

There was support expressed from both new and old staff, with older staff acknowledging that sometimes 

it was difficult to shift gears and systems of practices. Apart from the HomeWorks-specific team, it was 

generally believed that staff in the region supported HomeWorks: ñI think in general employees like the 

idea [of HomeWorks]. Some caseworkers would prefer doing foster care cases because you have more 

control of things. You know where the kid is. You know that they're safe, for the most part.ò  

 

One issue that arose in the interviews, however, was the feeling that long-time caseworkers saw 

HomeWorks as the latest program of many rolled out during their careers, and they resisted doing things a 

different way. However, there was also a strong feeling that resistance was lessening and caseworkers 

who were initially opposed were beginning to embrace the key principles of HomeWorks. 

 

In relation to community and political support, DCFS stakeholders expressed a strong desire for 

community education and not wanting to be perceived as the ñbad guysò in the community. Concern was 

expressed by interviewees that while information regarding the volume of calls and cases DCFS takes on 

was publicly shared, individual stories (due to issues with confidentiality) were not. Interviewees also 

discussed the mediaôs tendency to report information about removals or child deaths, while avoiding 

articles regarding positive aspects of the work DCFS does for children and families. This idea was echoed 

more than once by multiple interviewees:  
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[We need] more awareness in the community of what DCFS does because if we make the news, 

itôs always because of an awful, horrible case. So thatôs very much the stigma that is attached to 

DCFS versus we really do try to keep families together and even if we remove a child, weôre still 

trying to keep them with family. And that removal is last resort, not first come. 

 

Education and time were expressed as needed elements for community buy-in to HomeWorks. There was 

concern from community stakeholders that children would be left in dangerous situations. There were 

mixed opinions of community buy-in; for example, courts were perceived as questioning HomeWorks, 

but there was the idea that time, greater understanding of the HomeWorks framework, and seeing 

statistical results would build support in the court system. There was a general feeling that there was a 

lack of community support due to lack of knowledge and negative perceptions of DCFS by families, or 

concern for child safety by courts and schools. Results or a ñsuccessful track recordò were perceived as 

necessary to grow community buy-in.  

 

Courts were often perceived as particularly problematic in achieving support and buy in. As one 

respondent described,  

 

The biggest change that I would like to see is the judges get more onboard with it because they 

obviously feel a lot of liability when working with these families, but itôs our caseworkers that are 

in the homeé.like with anything else, once they start seeing a successful track record, they have 

more...evidence of support.  

 

The increased referrals of clients for intensive in-home family therapy was well received, respondents 

believed, as it increased business for therapists. It was also noted that identifying funding sources for 

service providers would promote buy-in. 

 

There was little knowledge among stakeholders about the types of outreach carried out in the community 

beyond worker-initiated word-of-mouth as they connected with service agencies and schools. There was 

mention of community-wide immersion events where community partners were invited to day-long 

activity and information sessions. Outreach at these events varied, with some being well attended and 

others not.  

 

Regarding political support or outreach to gain political buy-in, one interviewee expressed a desire for 

DCFS to establish more outreach efforts with the Governorôs office to explain HomeWorks and the goals 

of the program.  

 

One area emphasized by stakeholders was continuing to develop relationships with attorneys and judges. 

This included suggestions to discuss cases prior to arriving at the courtroom as well as suggestions from 

judges for caseworkers to include greater specificity in the detail of their reports and to make 

recommendations in reports: ñMake your recommendation. Move your case. Stick your neck out. And by 

the way, we trust you. We want the recommendation.ò Regarding communication with the courts, it was 

also recommended that judges receive SDM updates and safety plans prior to court: ñ[the judges] want to 

be in the loop, be part of the strategy.ò 
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Interviewees expressed a need to leave families with something tangible that described HomeWorks on 

one page or a single pamphlet so that they could keep it to read between their first encounter with a CPS 

worker and initiating services with a DCFS caseworker. A CPS interviewee explained, ñI can give them a 

short spiel about it (HomeWorks), but Iôm not one hundred percent familiar with it, so éI tell them itôs 

the best thing for you and they want something tangible. I would love to give them something tangible.ò 

This interviewee also shared that they had visited the HomeWorks website and could not find any brief 

descriptions of the program that they could print to provide to families, and the HomeWorks website was 

not yet available to the public, so the link could not be shared with families and legal stakeholders as an 

educational resource. 

 

Finally, respondents also spoke at length about the service array. Access to services and funding for 

services were the two strongest themes in this area. First, stakeholders recognized that they had access to 

more resources than other regions; however, there was still a strong call for greater access, especially in 

cases where resources and services were available but cost-prohibitive, or the wait time was prohibitive of 

needed enrollment and participation. Substance abuse and mental health-related services were reportedly 

in high demand. Caseworkers saw parents who wanted to enroll in drug abuse treatment programs but 

could not afford to or worked with parents who needed concurrent and immediate help with drugs and 

mental health but could not access services in a timely manner; both availability and access were crucial 

for maintaining child safety. The critical nature of immediate access to services was reiterated across 

numerous interviews.  

  

Second, funding was perceived as a major barrier to accessing care, and it was not clear that the waiver 

implementation had affected funding for in-home cases in a positive way. One respondent described, 

 

We are struggling right now when we have kids in the home, if they donôt have Medicaid or any 

other insurances for therapeutic resources that can be really difficult. Or if the children need 

psychological or other testing, thatôs really expensive. I would really like to see funding shift to 

some in-home cases as opposed to always for foster care cases. 

 

Therapy was a significant, financially unsupported need for in-home cases. Willingness of some 

therapists to work with in-home families reportedly varied; many therapists would go into homes, but 

some were less willing to work with in-home cases involving DCFS because they might become involved 

in court. Willingness of mental health providers to approve inpatient drug treatment was mentioned as a 

significant issue, in that clients needed this service but due to the higher cost of the program, it was not 

recommended by the mental health provider.  

 

Adequate funding was also recognized as a driving factor for wraparound care and aftercare, and housing 

was reported to be an obstacle for many families. An interviewee explained, ñItôs difficult for them to 

focus on treatment issues if theyôre working on housing and employment and some basic fundamental 

necessities like that.ò Another interviewee explained that there was a six to eight month waiting list for 

county housing, but that these same parents had case plans with permanency goals within nine monthsô 

time. Residential treatment programs for men were also seen as lacking and particularly problematic 

when men needed to be the custodial parent when the childôs mother was in prison. 
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Caseworkers reported creative strategies to match family needs with existing services despite challenges 

posed by limited availability and funding. One caseworker gave an example of how they arranged for 

families to pursue treatment when treatment options were not immediately available:  

 

I say, go to AA or go to these interim groups or get involved with this. You know, and I made up 

a form for them to have wherever they go, have them sign it, give me their phone number so I can 

verify that itôs being done. Cause at court with all that time before they get in the treatment, what 

is the family doing?  

 

Furthermore, interviewees discussed a tendency for providers to try out less expensive placement options 

and levels of care for children with intense needs, see if they fail, and then proceed to more expensive 

forms of care. ñI understand they are entrusted with the publicôs money,ò stated an interviewee, ñbut 

sometimes you need to get in on the front end of fixing a problem with a kid and not let him/her bounce 

through a bunch of placements or commit a bunch of crimes before you finally get to the placement or 

level of care that we need to address the kidôs issues.ò The skill level of therapists was also raised as an 

issue, specifically, whether they had sufficient client experience and practice handling cases of extreme 

trauma. 

 

Findings from the second round of interviews were fairly consistent. Overall, respondents had positive 

perceptions of internal support, but many comments indicated mixed opinions about community provider 

support and a general lack of support among legal partners. The majority of responses reflected a very 

supportive environment among frontline caseworkers and supervisors. Reasons that staff were supportive 

of the program varied; some appreciated the focus on keeping families together, and some valued the 

direction and structure of HomeWorks, including its emphasis on purposeful activities.  

 

On the contrary, one interviewee pointed out that the constant drive towards purpose could be 

overwhelming, especially considering that many caseworkers struggled with high caseloads. However, 

respondents mostly expressed positive sentiments about the new approach, with several pointing out that 

support was so strong for HomeWorks because it was more clearly based on research, and some 

observing that cases seemed to remain closed more often, rather than reopening a few months after they 

were closed, which had been common prior to HomeWorks. 

 

Several in-home and CPS caseworkers described their team members as being on board with HomeWorks 

and willing to work together to problem solve and encourage each other. The sense of support and 

teamwork shared by respondents was especially important when facing challenges, such as the ongoing 

struggle to appropriately respond to high-risk cases. One CPS worker discussed the benefit of learning 

from in-home caseworkers and felt they had learned a lot by hearing them talk about their success stories. 

 

Many caseworkers described their supervisors as being very supportive of HomeWorks, demonstrated by 

their regular discussion of protective factors and tools and their positive attitude and excitement about the 

program and its usefulness. One supervisor, for example, was described as ñdefinitely a champion for 

HomeWorks. He understands the philosophy, does coaching around it, is very clear about what 

expectations he has for us.ò These expressions of support by supervisors and other leaders were seen as 

crucial to the overall acceptance of change, especially their perceptions of poor past implementations. 
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Some respondents shared feedback about troubling aspects of the program. One commented that 

HomeWorks seemed to be geared towards White American families and did not sufficiently take into 

consideration cultural differences in parenting. Additionally, one interviewee posited that some 

experienced caseworkers still had a hard time reconciling their roles under the HomeWorks framework, 

particularly those who saw their work in more of a therapeutic light:  

 

I think they were sort of set in their ways in the family preservation days. They kind of... They 

were used to being considered therapists, right. Like we considered them the familiesô therapists 

in a lot of ways, and they would go out and do family therapy and couples' therapy or whatever it 

was. And we tried to kind of turn away from that and say ñwe're not really being therapists,ò 

which, you know, for legal reasons, I think that made sense, but I think that that was again a hard 

transition for a lot of people. 

 

This response suggests that previous family preservation programs in this region had a more therapeutic 

nature compared to HomeWorks, a finding that was quite distinct from other regions. This respondent felt 

that the shift to HomeWorks had largely resolved this dilemma, in that it pushed some caseworkers to 

leave and pursue more therapy-related work, while newer caseworkers were trained in the HomeWorks 

model and didnôt face the same conflict. Overall, respondents shared that the time to practice and get used 

to HomeWorks helped most to gain their support, and continuing the practice would be even more 

beneficial all around. 

 

Some of the above-mentioned challenges were explored further in reflections on the DCFS organizational 

climate. Several respondents brought up concerns with turnover and its impact on the work environment 

as well as the success of HomeWorks. One interviewee elaborated, ñYou know, those staff issues were 

really badé Essentially they had all of the family pres[ervation] people and clinicians reapply for their 

own jobs, and not everybody got them back. That was bad newsé You donôt treat people that way.ò 

Other comments reflected frustration with high caseloads and not enough staff to effectively adhere to the 

model of HomeWorks, especially with its emphasis on spending more time with families. One respondent 

explained that, although HomeWorks was intended to be a shorter-term intervention, many of the cases 

were still going through the courts, a factor that was seen as outside the control of the worker. This 

additional step lengthened the process and made caseloads unmanageable. 

 

While most respondents had a positive experience with the training and implementation of HomeWorks, 

several expressed concerns about barriers that related to the general climate of DCFS. Some of these 

comments reflected the distinction made early in the implementation process between in-home 

caseworkers, who were referred to as ñHomeWorks workers,ò versus CPS caseworkers, who were not, 

even though they were still expected to implement HomeWorks practices. One respondent felt there was 

poor communication between in-home and CPS caseworkers and suggested that it would be more 

effective to have smaller team meetings in order to facilitate better understanding of what each team could 

offer the other.  

 

Another area of concern related to communication between administration and front-line caseworkers. 

Some respondents shared the view that front-line caseworkers were left out of important decisions. They 


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































